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Legitimacy and the Use of Natural Resources in Kruger National Park, South Africa
Chairperson: Wayne Freimund
Around the globe, protected area managers confront an increasingly complex web of
interests and demands, expressed by a variety parties, that often compete or conflict.
When an action concerning the governance and management of a protected area is
infused with such complexity, decision-making requires an evaluation of that action‘s
legitimacy. Most often, this evaluation is implicitly made rather than expressly
articulated. The purpose of this dissertation was both to illustrate the importance and
utility of explicitly evaluating legitimacy and to provide a conceptual framework for
understanding how the legitimacy of protected area governance and management may be
understood.
To better understand the concept of legitimacy, I conducted a case-study of subsistencebased resource use in Kruger National Park, South Africa. The collection of firewood,
medicinal plants, thatching grass, and meat by local residents living outside Kruger has
long been a contentious issue. Since the Park‘s establishment in 1926, resource use
among local residents has been almost entirely prohibited. With South Africa‘s
democratization in 1994, though, Kruger became a park-in-transition. In the interest of
equity and benefit provision, the current management regime is exploring the possibility
of providing local residents some level of access to resources in the Park. Despite these
interests, providing such access to resources is by no means considered a universally
legitimate action.
As part of the case study, I conducted in-depth qualitative interviews with local
residents, Kruger staff, and Kruger visitors, as well as a survey of Kruger visitors.
Analysis revealed both common and varying conceptualizations of the legitimacy of
resource use in Kruger among local residents. Procedurally speaking, all three groups
largely believed that a consultative (rather than a co-management) approach to deciding
how and what resources might be utilized would be the most legitimate approach.
Substantively speaking, resource use was legitimated and illegitimated on a variety of
dimensions including the morality, pragmatism, conventionality, and rationality of
resource use. This study demonstrated that legitimacy is a multi-dimensional concept
that, if explicitly evaluated, provides considerable insight into the governance and
management of protected areas and may reveal previously unforeseen resolutions to
complex issues.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION:
THE LEGITIMACY OF PROTECTED AREA GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

On the morning of July 8, 2007, I sat in an airport café in Johannesburg reading a
complimentary copy of The Sunday Independent provided to me while en route to South
Africa‘s Kruger National Park. On the front page was a feature of the twenty-four-hourlong ―Live Earth‖ concert held the previous day in 7 cities across 7 continents as a means
to raise awareness of a ―climate in crisis.‖ That the concert was held on 7-7-07 was,
perhaps, not merely a matter of circumstance but a recognition that it just might take a
little luck to solve our most pressing environmental challenges. What was somewhat
surprising about the Independent’s coverage of the concert was that it made no attempt to
highlight the army of entertainers or the ubiquitously lamented perils of global warming.
Instead, the article presented a poignant analysis of findings from the South African
government‘s recently released 2006 South Africa Environment Outlook (SAEO) report
that, among other things, suggested the country was spending its ―natural capital‖ at an
alarming rate. Among the findings of the report were a number of resultant threats to
both the natural world and the livelihoods of the ―many rural dwellers‖ who are the most
vulnerable to a deteriorating environment (see, e.g., Table 1-1).
Whether or not it was the author‘s intent, the article revealed to the mainstream
both the important link between natural resources and rural livelihoods and, perhaps more
fundamentally, one of the most vexing tensions that protected areas are confronted with.
Namely, how protected areas – as critical reserves of natural resources – can and should
contribute (if at all) to improving the rural livelihoods of their neighbors without further
1

Table 1- 1: Threats from the loss of natural capital
Threats to the natural world

Threats to livelihoods

Biodiversity loss is increasing with almost
10 percent of South Africa‘s birds and
frogs and 20 percent of its mammals
threatened.

Food production has been decreasing since
1975.

South Africa‘s poverty index increased
from 16.4% (one year after
democratization) to 31.7% in 2002,
representing an increase of 1.7 million
people living on less than $1 a day.

Natural resources are being exploited in an
unsustainable way threatening the
functioning of ecosystems

Source: The Sunday Independent, July 8, 2007, page 1
endangering natural resources that are already threatened? If, as the SAEO report
suggested, food production in South Africa is decreasing as poverty seems to be
increasing, is it legitimate to turn to protected areas for the resources that rural people
need to survive, or will further exploitation of protected areas only exacerbate poverty
and result in the irreversible loss of biodiversity? The question is essentially one
concerning the legitimacy of the multiple demands or expectations that are increasingly
placed on protected areas.
With this dissertation, I sought to explore this nexus of legitimacy, protected
areas, and rural livelihoods through a case study of ―resource use‖ in Kruger National
Park, South Africa, from the perspectives of local residents, the staff of Kruger National
Park, and visitors to Kruger National Park. Three primary research questions framed this
study:
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Research question #1: What are the resources in demand among residents
living near the western boundary of Kruger National Park?
Research question #2: How do different groups – i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and visitors – conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use?
Research question #3: Are there possible strategies for resolving
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of legitimacy?
As this dissertation demonstrates, questions concerning the legitimacy of how
society relates to protected areas are far from trivial. But, they are, nonetheless,
fundamental, and explorations of such questions are necessary if societies elect to
ensure their continual existence.

The complex and (sometimes) conflicted nature of protected areas
One of the most challenging questions that protected areas have been faced with
over the past several years is for whom and why do they exist? In 1872 Yellowstone
National Park – the world‘s first national park – was established in order to preserve a
landscape rich in wildlife, geological, and aesthetic features. Since then, the
establishment of protected areas has been rationalized as a mechanism to both preserve
and conserve genetic and biological diversity, to drive economic development through
tourism, to provide recreational opportunities, to meet the needs of subsistence-based
lifestyles, to facilitate the realization of spiritual and other values, and to provide
environmental services (e.g., clean air and water) among others.
While it is clear that protected areas have been established to meet multiple
demands, it is also true that many of these demands are viewed as incommensurate.
Some scholars, for instance, argue that the fundamental goal of protected areas is to
3

preserve the diversity and richness of natural resources, lest the human hand destroy our
last remaining natural areas and species (Redford and Sanderson 2000; Robinson 1993;
Terborgh 1999; Terborgh 2000; Brandon, Redford, and Sanderson 1998; Kramer, van
Schaik, and Johnson 1997). Humans, then, are viewed as separate from the natural
environment and human activities such as resource utilization for subsistence purposes
are viewed as illegitimate. Conversely, others have argued that protected areas rather
serve as institutions for the conservation of natural resources and may also provide for
more consumptive benefits including the utilization of resources (e.g., timber,
hydropower, medicinal plants, etc.) and economic development (e.g., eco-tourism) (West
and Brechin 1991; Wells, Brandon, and Hannah 1992; Ellis 1998; Lehmkuhl, Upreti, and
Sharma 1988; Wilshusen, West, and Fortwangler 2003; Dixon and Sherman 1990;
Stevens 1997). The assumption, in this instance, is that humans have always been both a
part of and dependent upon landscapes that are now demarcated as protected areas and
that there is often little evidence to suggest that human interaction with and direct
consumption of protected area resources necessarily leads to resource degradation
(Wilshusen and others 2002; Lado 1999; Lado 2004; Mistry and others 2004; Spaargaren
2003).
Not only has the substantive nature of protected areas evolved in response to a
broad array of emerging interests and demands, but so, too, has the process by which they
are governed and managed. Considered by many to be outmoded, the ―fences and fines‖
or ―centralized protectionist‖ approach to management and governance – characterized
by an expert-driven and, at times, exclusionary philosophy – has, in many circumstances,
given way to ―collaborative‖ or ―community-based‖ management and governance that
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champions inclusiveness and consensus-building (see, e.g., Child 2004, 22; Terborgh
1999; Agrawal and Clark Gibson 1999; Kellert 2000; Chambers 1997; Holt 2005; Huff
2005; Barrow and Murphree 2001; Belsky 1999;).
In truth, seldom are either of these approaches and the multitude of interests
realized in their purest forms. The management and governance of protected areas is
typically an amalgamation of centralized and deliberative approaches, depending upon
the substantive issue in question. Wildlife management might be controlled by
governmental agencies, whereas eco-tourism and concessions management might be
largely administered by the private sector. In this manner, the evolving demands and
expectations that are placed on protected areas, coupled with the changing way in which
they are managed and governed, have given rise to complex public debates that
sometimes seem to foster a deeply conflicted or confused assessment of why protected
areas exist and who should make that determination.

Protected areas and legitimacy
One of the most important contributions that social science has made in terms of
the way protected areas are understood is that it has brought to the forefront the
importance of context. As a matter of philosophy, the existence and purpose of protected
areas is increasingly portrayed not as a function of universal norms but of organic values
and beliefs borne of the historical and contemporary context within which individual
protected areas exist. Stated quite frankly, there is a recognition that what works in one
time and place might not always work in another. Consequently, as some scholars have
recently argued, protected area management and governance might be less a matter of
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abstractly choosing between centralization and decentralization or the protection of
biodiversity and the improvement of livelihoods and more a matter of identifying and
constantly re-negotiating the combination of strategies that engender a widely shared
belief that management and governance are legitimate (see, esp., Brechin and others
2002; Wilshusen and others 2003; Murphree 2004).
Society‘s belief that the management and governance of protected areas is
legitimate (within whatever context that assessment might be made) is, perhaps, the
surest guarantor that protected areas will continue to exist in democratic societies. This is
particularly true in transitional societies, such as South Africa, where historic protected
area regimes symbolize the former marginalization of emerging, dominant classes (e.g.,
black South Africans). In such settings, organizations administering protected areas are
re-casting their objectives and purposes in order to legitimize the existence of those areas
among the new powers (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003). Moreover, from an
instrumental perspective and within the context of both established and transitional
societies, the belief that management and governance are legitimate engenders a sense of
ownership among constituencies that galvanizes their deference to or observance of
protected area objectives (Brechin and others 2002).
Despite the cardinal, but admittedly veiled, significance of the concept of
legitimacy as it relates to protected areas, only a handful of studies and writings have
directly addressed the topic. McGuire and Sanyal (2006) offer an analysis of the
legitimacy of watershed management on National Forests. Mascarenhas and Scarce
(2004) address the concept within the context of forest planning in British Columbia.
Johnston and Soulsby (2002) discuss legitimacy and social justice as they relate to
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environmental policies in northern Scotland. Kull (2002) presents a study of the
legitimacy of community-based natural resource management in Madagascar. And,
Brechin and others (2002) and Murphree (2004) describe legitimacy as a key
consideration in protected area management and governance. While all of these studies
and writings address the concept of legitimacy, not all define or offer a conceptual
description of legitimacy, and where the concept has been defined, it has been done so
inconsistently across studies. Some (see, e.g., Mascarenhas and Scarce 2004), for
instance, equate legitimacy with the degree to which objectives or goals are successfully
met. Others, such as McGuire and Sanyal (2006), adopt a decidedly procedural definition
where legitimacy is tantamount to deliberative democracy.
As demonstrated in this study, it is, perhaps, true that all of these
conceptualizations are correct within particular contexts – different combinations of
procedural factors (e.g., whether or not a decision-making process is consistent with
deliberative democracy) and substantive factors (e.g., whether or not particular interests
are served by an action) produce different perceptions of legitimacy in different settings.
Within current protected area scholarship, though, a holistic analysis of the concept of
legitimacy – that incorporates the way in which the concept is understood across a broad
array of disciplines (e.g., political philosophy, communication studies, sociology, etc.) –
has yet to be articulated. It is my opinion that in the absence of such an analysis and
notwithstanding the emerging interest in legitimacy, the concept remains under-theorized
and under-appreciated within the context of protected area management and governance.
By understanding the variety of ways in which legitimacy is conceptualized, there are
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greater opportunities for resolving the most challenging issues that protected areas are
confronted with.
A fundamental purpose of this study was to respond to this knowledge gap.
Legitimacy has been put forward as a concept central to the management and governance
of protected areas, but to date, it has arguably received only a superficial theoretical
treatment. Through this study, I have attempted to contribute to the growing body of
scholarship concerning legitimacy and protected areas by holistically exploring the
concept as it is constructed through the eyes of a number of different groups and
individuals. Moreover, while I believe this study offers philosophical and conceptual
insights, I also had the good fortune to explore the concept of legitimacy through the lens
of an important, practical issue that has relevance across a number of protected areas
worldwide.

Resource use in protected areas
―Resource use‖ within protected areas may be thought of in a number of different
ways. It may be defined, for instance, in terms of subsistence, which is the traditional or
customary use of natural resources for personal or family consumption (Lado 2004;
Smith and Wishnie 2000). Or, it may also be defined more broadly as ―uses or impacts
on the scenery, soils, water and nutrient cycles, habitats, flora and fauna, and the balance
between trophic levels, in ecosystems‖ (South Africa National Parks 2002). Perhaps
most commonly, though, resource use is defined as the collection, transportation, and
utilization of natural resources for either personal, household, or commercial purposes
(Holmes 2003; De Boer and Baquete 1998; Lado 2004; Kajembe and others 2003;
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Moleele and Mainah 2003; Smith and Wishnie 2000; Stewart and Weidema 2005;
Spaargaren 2003).
The use of resources has historically been an important and, at times,
controversial issue that protected areas have been confronted with. As local residents who
stand to benefit from those resources have gained increasing power and decision-making
authority through the decentralization of protected area management, their demands for
access to resources in protected areas utilization have become increasingly legitimized.
Nevertheless, proponents of the historical, centralized approach to management and
governance still hold considerable power within South Africa and many fear that by
allowing resource use within protected areas, the flora and fauna will be irreversibly
degraded. As a result, resource use within many protected areas in South Africa has
either been prohibited or heavily restricted. The tides are turning in significant ways,
though, as new legislation (e.g., the Protected Areas Act of 2004) explicitly sanctions
resource use in protected areas as a means to provide human benefits. And, while the Act
states that resource use ―may‖ (rather than ―shall‖) be provided, agencies, such as South
Africa National Parks, which administers Kruger National Park, are committing
considerable time and effort to understanding how access to resources may be provided
to local residents in a manner that is viewed as legitimate by its constituents (e.g.,
including Park visitors, as well as the broader society).
South Africa, then, as a transitional society on many different levels, might be
faced with what Habermas termed a ―legitimation crisis‖ where the actions of a
government (in this case the prohibition or heavy restriction of resource use) might no
longer be viewed as legitimate by one or more of its constituencies that now has the
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power to challenge those actions (Habermas 1975, 68-75). Resource use is perhaps not at
the ―crisis level‖ in the common use of the phrase, but South Africa National Parks has
expressed a clear and immediate need to understand how the provision of access to
resources among local residents can be legitimately implemented (if at all) within the
context of other Park objectives and mandates. This need, coupled with the opportunity
to expound upon a concept of paramount importance to protected area management and
governance, is the fundamental motivation for this dissertation. Through this dissertation
– with Kruger National Park as a case study – I aimed to (1) describe the current demands
and interests among local residents pertaining to resource use in the Park, (2) explore
how Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use, and (3) identify possible resolutions to the resource use issue in the face of
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of its legitimacy.
For those with an interest in legitimacy and conservation, resource use is certainly
not the only issue meriting an examination. Issues such as human-wildlife conflict, ecotourism, sustainable development, and transboundary conservation all have the potential
to contribute to a more complete understanding of legitimacy. I chose, though, resource
use as the substantive frame of reference for this dissertation for two primary reasons.
First, resource use – particularly in the context of poverty alleviation and sustainable
development – is a dominant social issue in many protected areas around the world
(Mulongoy and Chape 2005; Wilshusen and others 2002; Negi and Nautiyal 2003). As
such, protected area managers, decision-makers, and constituencies worldwide stand to
benefit more from an examination of legitimacy in the context of resource use rather than
ancillary issues or localized issues.
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Second, resource use is an issue that strikes at the very heart of a protected area‘s
existence. In fact, in the course of preliminary interviews with Kruger staff, resource use
was identified by many of the interviewees as the #1 social issue they are currently
confronted with. How, some might ask, can a protected area legitimately be set apart and
protected from poverty-stricken societies whose livelihoods might dramatically improve
should they be allowed to utilize resources within the area – particularly in areas such as
those adjacent to Kruger National Park where resources outside of the Park are
dramatically degraded (Pollard, Shackleton, and Carruthers 2003, 434)? That question,
many would argue, is a naïve appeal to the heartstrings of decision-makers and
organizations with a zeal for social justice and does not take into account the interests of
and benefits provided to national and international protected area constituencies (e.g.,
environmental services, genetic banking, etc) (Redford and Sanderson 2000; Terborgh
1999; Terborgh 2000; Brandon, Redford, and Sanderson 1998; Kramer, van Schaik, and
Johnson 1997). The validity of both viewpoints, and everything found between, is
contingent upon what it means for an action to be legitimate within a protected area.
Consequently, not only does this study of resource use provide insight into the
conceptualization of legitimacy, but I am also hopeful that it will result in a useful way to
frame a debate – i.e., what constitutes legitimacy in protected areas – that arguably has as
much history as protected areas themselves. And, nowhere is this debate more relevant
than Kruger National Park, South Africa.
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The study site: Kruger National Park, South Africa
Kruger National Park – one of the world‘s largest protected areas at more than 2
million hectares – is situated in the far northeastern corner of South Africa (see Figure 11). With Mozambique‘s Limpopo National Park immediately to the east and
Zimbabwe‘s Gonarezhou National Park immediately to the north, the three contiguous
parks joined efforts in 2000 to create the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Park. Kruger is
divided into six ecosystems that are home to 517 species of birds, 1,982 plants and 147
mammals, many of which are either endemic to Kruger or are endangered. Kruger is also
a land with a rich cultural heritage marked by bushman rock paintings and a number of
other archaeological sites found in the Park. Today, humans do not inhabit the Park
(other than Park staff), but more than 2 million people live along or near the Park‘s
western boundary (far fewer people inhabit the Park‘s eastern boundary shared with
Mozambique). Aside from the private game reserves, most of those living near the
Park‘s western boundary are indigenous Vhavhenda, Tsonga, Pedi, and Swazi peoples
who live on rural or disbursed urban communal lands. Poverty and HIV/AIDS are
rampant among those living along the boundary and there is a heavy dependency on basic
natural resources, such as wood used for firewood, that are becoming increasingly
exhausted.
Over the past two decades, South Africa has undergone a transition – in politics,
demography, and economics – of massive proportions. At the beginning of the twentieth
century, the entire region was under the control of colonial powers that conventionalized
the disenfranchisement of indigenous peoples. In terms of protected areas, indigenous
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peoples were dislocated from lands they traditionally occupied in order to establish
protected areas (including Kruger), prohibited from utilizing the resources

Figure 1- 1: Kruger National
Park, South Africa

from those areas for subsistence
(or any other purpose), and
economically marginalized to
the extent that it was virtually
impossible for them to even
visit the areas (Carruthers
1995).
With the democratic
transition throughout southern
Africa at the end of the
twentieth century, though, the
empowerment of indigenous
peoples was institutionalized
and, consequently, their
relationship with parks and
protected areas was predicted to change in very fundamental ways (Murphree 2004).
First, in countries such as South Africa and Zimbabwe, radical initiatives were
undertaken to both redistribute traditional lands back to indigenous peoples and/or
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provide them with restitution for forced removals. Second, indigenous peoples were
expected to gain a voice in the protected area planning and policy process that would call
for decentralized management strategies and a recognition that, in addition, to preserving
biodiversity, protected areas could also facilitate poverty alleviation resulting from
colonial repression (Sinha and Bushell 2002; Bell 1999; Berkes and Folke 1998; Foggin
et al. 2000). Third, the emergence of a black middle class would translate to increased
protected area visitation by blacks and other indigenous peoples. In short, the region was
and continues to witness the birth of a new and potentially very powerful constituency.
These changes, though, have been met with mixed success. Many mechanisms
targeted at empowering indigenous constituencies – e.g., community-based natural
resource management initiatives, eco-tourism, integrated conservation and development
programs, etc. – have not met the expectations of donor organizations funding the
programs or governments and indigenous constituencies implementing them (Lane and
McDonald 2005; Campbell 2001; Fakir 2001). As noted in Table 1-1, the poverty index
in South Africa has actually risen following democratization. Moreover, the ecological
systems in communal lands within which local residents live are increasingly vulnerable
and exhausted of the natural resources that local residents are dependent upon (Pollard,
Shackleton, and Carruthers 2003).
It has been argued that the perceived failure of these community-empowerment
initiatives can be attributed to a lack of intellectual and economic capacity among
implementing parties (particularly indigenous constituencies) (see, e.g., Sagar and
VanDeveer 2005; Dzigirai and Breen 2005; Jones and Murphree 2004). However, and
perhaps more fundamentally, an equally plausible explanation may be that government
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agencies and departments, donor organizations, and indigenous constituencies do not
view the initiatives as contextually legitimate and, consequently, there is a lack of will to
implement them (see, e.g., Kull 2002). Why, for instance, would communities situated in
and around protected areas adopt an imposed eco-tourism initiative when what they
might actually desire is access to protected area resources for subsistence purposes – is
eco-tourism the most legitimate framework within which empowerment and the
devolution of governing and managing power may occur?
The historically centralized protected area regime is giving way to devolution and
an emphasis on the provision of human benefits, but the legitimacy of those efforts has
yet to be thoroughly explored (Carruthers 1995). This knowledge gap, combined with
the large population of indigenous peoples living immediately adjacent to the Park
(numbering in the millions) makes Kruger an ideal study site to explore the role of
legitimacy in protected area policy, planning, and management. This is particularly true
in the context of resource use for subsistence purposes which, at present, is prohibited
within the Park but has been described by some Park staff as the most pressing social
issue they face. Recognizing that new acts and policies provide for the sustainable
utilization of natural resources and that resource degradation is rampant on the lands
inhabited by indigenous constituencies adjacent to the Park, there is a growing interest
among policy- and decision makers to understand the demands of surrounding
communities related to resource use, as well as the most legitimate ways to incorporate
those demands and interests into Park policies and management.
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Research questions and objectives
Like many social science studies related to protected areas, this study contains
both conceptual and applied themes. On one hand, contributing to the theoretical
understanding of legitimacy was a fundamental objective of this study. But, on the other
hand, this study was also undertaken to inform South Africa National Parks and its
constituencies as they confront an important, complex issue. I attempted to achieve these
two objectives by responding to three fundamental questions:
Research question #1: What are the resources in demand among residents
living near the western boundary of Kruger National Park?
Research question #2: How do different groups – i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and visitors – conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use?
Research question #3: Are there possible strategies for resolving
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of legitimacy?
From a practical standpoint, at the time this research was undertaken, little was
known of the specific types of resources that were of interest to local residents. The first
research question was posed in order to identify the resources that local residents were
most interested in accessing. As I explored this question, it was evident that the historical
relationship between the Park and local residents, as well as their current livelihoods,
were important factors that shaped the resources (and benefits more broadly defined) of
interest.
Through the second research question, I attempted to identify the variety of ways
that Park managers, local residents, and visitors conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use in Kruger. As the findings in this dissertation demonstrate, the way in which
individuals from these three groups framed the legitimacy of resource use was driven by
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contextual factors, as well as more specific substantive and procedural considerations that
were expressed in terms of moral, rational, pragmatic, and conventional dimensions.
Taken together, the variety of ways in which legitimacy was conceptualized provided
insight into a more general framework for understanding the legitimacy of protected area
management and governance that I introduce in Chapter 2 and discuss more thoroughly
in Chapter 11.
The exploration of the various ways that the legitimacy of resource use was
conceptualized was not only instructive from a theoretical perspective, but it also
provided insight into how the resource use issue might be resolved (see research question
3). Resource use proved to be a contested issue among local residents, Park staff, and
visitors and there was no clear indication of a single, direct response to the resource use
issue that would be universally viewed as legitimate. However, by recognizing (1) that
other actions (such as the provision of developmental assistance) are responsive to many
of the underlying interests that have given rise to the expressed interest in resource use
and (2) those actions are more widely held to be legitimate than providing access to
resources (including among local residents), there are possible resolutions to the issue
that might engender a shared belief of legitimacy.

Outline of this dissertation
Throughout the course of this research, I relied and drew upon a number of
conceptual, methodological, and analytic frameworks and approaches including
normative and social/behavioral conceptualizations of ―legitimacy,‖ critical theory,
grounded theory, and multivariate statistical analysis. Figure 1-2 illustrates how all of

17

these frameworks and approaches come together in this dissertation as I respond to the
fundamental research questions.
I begin the body of this dissertation in Chapter 2 by discussing the evolving way
in which Kruger National Park has been managed and governed since it was established
and how this evolution – as it has manifested similarly in numerous other contexts – has
given rise to the need for a more refined understanding of legitimacy.
Taking this knowledge gap as a point of departure, in Chapter 3 I present a
synthetic review of how legitimacy has been conceptualized across a diverse array of
disciplines including political philosophy, social psychology, and communications
studies, to name a few. In the latter part of the chapter, I argue that it is likely that none
of these approaches to understanding legitimacy is ―wrong‖ or exclusively ―right‖ and
that a synthetic framework (which I then present) that capitalizes on insights from a range
of theories and approaches can facilitate a more holistic (and, perhaps, more useful)
understanding of the legitimacy of protected area governance and management.
In Chapter 4, I discuss the research design for this study. Normatively speaking,
this exploration of legitimacy is loosely grounded in the critical theory research tradition
that is oriented towards resolving what is intersubjectively desired based on norms,
values, beliefs, and definitions (e.g., a legitimate policy for resource use among local
residents) and what manifestly exists (e.g., a resource use policy that local residents
might likely view as illegitimate). More directly, I discuss in this chapter the case study
approach I adopted, as well as the methods of data collection I employed, which included
semi-structured interviews with Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors and a survey
distributed to Park visitors.
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In Chapters 5 through 9, I present and discuss the results of my analysis of the
data. In Chapter 5, I provide a look at local residents‘ perspectives on their relationship
with Kruger. In Chapter 6, I then discuss the current state of affairs with respect to
resource use in Kruger and the interests that local residents have in collecting resources
from the Park. In Chapters 7 through 9, I present an analysis of how Park staff, local
residents, and Park visitors conceptualize the legitimacy of resource, respectively.
Finally, in Chapter 10, I then identify how the various conceptualizations of legitimacy
give rise to possible ways in which the resource use issue might be resolved.
Having presented and discussed the results of my analysis of the data, in Chapter
11 I offer my perspective on how the findings of this study can contribute to a framework
for understanding the legitimacy of protected area governance and management. In
Chapter 12, I conclude by briefly reflecting on the strengths and limitations of this study,
as well as suggesting a way forward for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
PROTECTED AREAS AND THE CALL FOR LEGITIMACY

Introduction
While it is true that protected areas serve a variety of interests, it is also true that
there are often competing views regarding the legitimacy of those interests. In South
Africa, for instance, protected areas were historically established to preserve dwindling
populations of hunted game. Over the course of that time, though, interests have
emerged in tourism, the preservation of aesthetically appealing landscapes, sustaining
less charismatic biota, and more recently, employing protected areas to facilitate
sustainable development and livelihood improvement. The evolving demands placed on
protected areas are by no means unique to South Africa. In the last couple decades global
democratization and greater attention to human rights has led to more decentralized
approaches to protected area governance, and in many settings, the protectionist, ―fortress
conservation‖ philosophy has given way to more utilitarian approaches that allow for or
encourage the sustainable utilization of protected area resources (e.g., firewood,
medicinal plants, wildlife, etc.).
The philosophic transitions that have taken place have by no means been absolute,
nor have they gone unchallenged. Instead, contemporary protected area scholarship,
governance, and management may be characterized in terms of a variety of thematic
approaches that translate to often very different objectives for protected areas. The
resultant tensions between these approaches has, in turn, given rise to the contested
legitimacy of actions ranging from community conservation and elephant culling to, as is
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the case for this dissertation, resource utilization. The conflicting or competing views
regarding the legitimacy of actions within protected areas (and in some case the
legitimacy of protected areas themselves) has facilitated the emergence of a growing
interest among protected area scholars in the conceptualization and exploration of
legitimacy as a socio-political phenomenon. The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate
why the call for an understanding and exploration of legitimacy and protected areas has
emerged by highlighting the historical transition in protected area thought – particularly
within the context of South Africa – and to illustrate how the resultant themes in
protected area governance and management have given rise to a growing interest in
understanding the legitimacy of protected areas.

The evolving governance and management of Kruger National Park
In 1872, Yellowstone National Park was established by the United States
Government ―as a public park or pleasuring ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the
people‖ (United States Congress 1872). While Yellowstone enjoys the status as the
world‘s first national park, it is preceded by a long history of protected areas. Some
historical records, for instance, indicate that areas of land were set aside in India more
than two millennia ago for the purposes of protecting natural resources (Holdgate 1999).
Moreover, despite protected areas being popularly conceived as public areas, European
kings of the Renaissance frequently proclaimed ―royal hunting reserves‖ in order to
protect their wildlife from the peasantry (Williams 2005).
Societies have long set aside special areas for the purposes of protecting cultural
or natural resources, but the movement to formalize the establishment of and create
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public access to these areas first materialized in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. The series of dialogues, processes, and events through which societies came to
terms with instituting protected areas as truly cultural artifacts were incredibly formative,
as many of the themes that emerged in that era continue to either directly or indirectly
dominate the contemporary protected area discourse. Historical and contemporary
perspectives on Kruger National Park provide a particularly rich illustration of this
phenomenon, as well as a demonstration of how protected areas can be both a cause and
effect of societal change.

The management of Kruger National Park before democratization
The first region of South Africa to be colonized by Europeans was the Cape near
present-day Cape Town (see Figure 2-1). The Cape Colony was established by the Dutch
in 1652 primarily as a stopover for ships trading with
the Dutch East India
Company (the world's first
multinational company),
but was later seized by the
British in 1797 to serve
their own trading interests.
The colonization of the

Figure 2- 1: South Africa (courtesy Google Maps (2007))

Cape by the Dutch and later the British introduced both a strong market economy and
firearms, which in turn led to the over-exploitation of many natural resources including,
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in particular, the wildlife of the region (Carruthers 1995, 4). In fact, as early as 1654, Jan
van Riebeeck, the Cape's founder and then Governor, was forced to introduce measures
to squelch the extermination of penguins on Robben Island (Carruthers 1995, 4).
More expansive conservation legislation was introduced in the Cape after it was
seized by the British in the late eighteenth century, but as the Dutch left the Cape in
response to their dissatisfaction with British rule, the Cape became less of an area of
concern in terms of conservation than did the Transvaal1 where Dutch settlers were
migrating through. The Dutch settlers' ―Great Trek‖ from the Cape through present-day
Kruger and into Mozambique brought with it unfettered hunting for meat, skins, and
ivory. Not only was there a need for these resources among the ―voortrekkers,‖2 (many
of whom did not survive the journey) but, as with the Protestant expansion in the United
States, their Christian beliefs instilled a responsibility to conquer the ―wild‖ and tame the
―untamed‖ (including indigenous peoples) (Grove 1989). As settlements were
established through the interior of South Africa north of the Orange and Vaal rivers
(present-day KwaZulu-Natal), so too were trading networks for meat, skins, and ivory
(Carruthers 1995, 5; Carruthers 2005).
It did not take long for the consequences of unrestricted hunting and commercial
harvesting of wildlife in the Transvaal to become evident, and as a result, the regional
parliament passed a resolution in 1846 to protect the dwindling herds. The 1846
legislation was very rudimentary in comparison to wildlife-related laws and regulations
in the Cape at the same time, but it did mark a first step in establishing control over

1

The Transvaal was an early province in South Africa that consisted of the present-day provinces of
Gauteng, Limpopo, and Mpumalanga. It was within this region where the voortrekkers settled after leaving
the Cape.
2
In Dutch, voortrekker literally means ―those who move ahead.‖
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wildlife in the Transvaal (Carruthers 1995). Ultimately, though, this and other legislation
of that era suffered from the settler mentality that violating wildlife-related laws and
regulations was not a serious offense (Grove 1989).
As the Voortrekkers established more permanent settlements, agriculture and
industry prospered, and an urbanized elite emerged in the region (Grove 1989). More
important to this group than commercial harvesting of wildlife were opportunities for
recreational hunting. Many recognized the financial rewards of protecting wildlife in
order to provide hunting opportunities for foreign travelers and the urban elite, and as a
result, private game reserves began to dot the South African landscape. The first of these
Reserves was the Pongola Game Reserve, established in 1889, but which was later
abolished in 1921 as a result of ambiguity concerning its administration (Carruthers
2005). The Sabi and Shingwedsi Reserves followed in 1902 and 1903, respectively, and
transformed into the lynch pin for the South African protected area system.

Early protection of Kruger National Park
With the realization that poaching and use of natural resources within the Sabi
and Shingwedsi Reserves could not be controlled in the absence of a resident authority,
Colonel James Stevenson-Hamilton was appointed warden of both Reserves, but he
received, however, only vague directions that essentially amounted to a mandate to stop
hunting activities in the area (Mabunda, Pineaar, and Verhoef 2003, 7). StevensonHamilton, assisted by black ―game scouts,‖ worked diligently to enforce the locally
unpopular mandate, but enforcement was difficult, given the Reserves' large size and lack
of infrastructure (Mabunda, Pineaar, and Verhoef 2003, 7). Exacerbating this challenge
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were the many isolated black families who were not employed by the Reserves but were
living in the Reserves. Stevenson-Hamilton confronted this challenge by forcefully
removing the families, thus earning him the nickname ―Skukuza,‖ which literally
translates as ―he who sweeps clean‖ (Carruthers 1995, 92).
Before these efforts were complete, the policy was reversed after Colonial
authorities recognized that these families might be able to assist by providing labor and
funding in the form of rent (Carruthers 1995, 92). Still yet, enforcement was a challenge,
and Stevenson-Hamilton petitioned to have the the Sabi and Shingwitsi Game Reserves
proclaimed as national parks with the hope that the proclamation would bring with it
tighter restrictions and more adequate protection (Mabunda, Pineaar, and Verhoef 2003).
His lobbying was eventually successful after the Nationalist party came into power in
1924. The National Parks Act was passed in 1926, and the Sabi and Shingwitsi Game
Reserves were jointly declared the Kruger National Park – the country‘s first National
Park.3
The new legislation not only resulted in an increase in protection, but also a redistribution of power. Stevenson-Hamilton‘s autonomy was augmented with with
oversight by a Board of Trustees and later an administrative organization – South
African National Parks. As the central authority shifted from a single person to an
organization, the rationale for protection morphed, as well. Whereas wildlife had
principally been protected in an effort to preserve species for the later enjoyment of
sportsmen, post-legislation protection became a matter of preserving Kruger National

3

The Park's namesake is Paul Kruger, who Stevenson-Hamilton described as the first South African leader
to call for setting aside land for game (Stevenson-Hamilton 1937). Interestingly, there are no accounts of
Kruger having any interest in protecting wildlife. In fact, in 1884, the former hunter voiced his opinion
against tighter controls aimed at protecting wildlife (Carruthers 1995, 15).
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Box 2-1: “Centralized Protectionism”
―Protection‖ has always been a key theme in protected area management and
governance (the very term ―protected area‖ implies this), but the object of protection and the
way in which protection is effectuated has varied throughout history, both in South Africa and
globally. Dramatic landscapes and unique geological features were central to the protection of
the United States‘ first national parks, whereas wildlife was a defining object of early protection
efforts in South Africa. In both cases, protection was a response to the perception that these
resources, or opportunities to enjoy and utilize these resources, were diminishing or may
potentially diminish (Jones 2006; Sellars 1997). According to the logic of centralized
protectionism, which figured strongly in the establishment of protected areas in South Africa,
resource degradation and scarcity requires the establishment of a central authority to guard and
protect resources and/or biological diversity from human impacts.
Despite critiques based on democratic- or human-rights-based arguments, the logic of
centralized protectionism has, by no means, become outmoded. Some contemporary scholars
charge that opportunities for setting aside lands rich in natural resources are declining
exponentially across the globe, and that societies should be compelled to protected what is
already set aside and seek protection for those ―last remaining bastions‖ that have yet to be set
aside (Terborgh 1999, 59-92; Oksanen 2004, 18; Brandon, Redford, and Sanderson 1998, 1-23;
Heckenberger and others 2007; Sarkar 2005; Oates 1997). As some have further argued, and as
was the case with the establishment of some South African protected areas, implementing this
protection may require dislocation of indigenous peoples and militant guarding (Terborgh 1999,
55-57).
While, perhaps an extreme view, those who subscribe to this approach maintain that the
―ecologically noble savage‖ does not exist and that science must be favored over traditional or
indigenous ecological knowledge when it comes to the management and governance of
protected areas (Heckenberger and others 2007; Redford 1991). As discussed in this section, the
logic of centralized protectionism played a key role in the establishment of South Africa‘s
protected areas and, while in Kruger it has ostensibly given way to decentralized and ―adaptive‖
approaches, elements of centralized protectionism remain as key features in contemporary
management and governance.

Park as a symbol of "national heritage" to be enjoyed by the South African public
(Carruthers 1994). During the era of Apartheid, the South African "public" consisted of
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only white South Africans, and the Park‘s mission resonated primarily with Afrikaaner
Nationalists4 (Meskell 2006).
For the most part, Stevenson-Hamilton, under the watchful eye of the Board of
Trustees, assumed a protective approach to management that favored natural processes
over scientific intervention. As he described in a "General Report" on the Park,
It pays best to trust nature in all matters pertaining to wild life. In the
course of many millions of years she has evolved a system which has
continued to work... [Scientists have]... developed a feeling that man can
by his own efforts improve upon nature... science with its classical
approaches and verbose jargon... can be very dangerous. (Carruthers
1995, 113 citing Stevenson-Hamilton 1946)

The management philosophy of the early Kruger National Park was not aimed at
engineering a particular setting or manipulating the Park to provide certain opportunities,
but was instead marked by protecting the integrity of the Park (sometimes by force when
dealing with poaching) against human interference. In no way did this mean, though, that
tourists were not welcome in the Park or were unable to learn about nature while in the
Park. It was instead a matter of the Park itself, rather than "science," providing the
instrument of instruction (Carruthers 1995, 113). This management philosophy gave rise
to a very limited decision-space where essentially any human action – especially
scientific activities – was off the table (Carruthers 1995, 113).
As Stevenson-Hamilton neared retirement in the mid-twentieth century, he came
under increasing pressure from the Board of Trustees to accommodate the growing
interests biologists and other scientists had in the Park. By the time he retired in 1946,
scientific wildlife management had become modus operandi in African protected areas,

4

―Afrikaaner Nationalists‖ refers to the white descendants of Dutch Voortrekkers who would later institute
Apartheid in 1948.
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and the South African National Parks Board began to tout scientific research as a means
to fulfill their "educational responsibility" (Jones 2006; Carruthers 1995, 114). As a
result of the emerging importance of research and its application, the Park's new motto
became "management by intervention" (Steyn 1957).

―Management by intervention‖ in Kruger National Park
If ―letting nature be what it is‖ was the mantra of the previous era of management,
the scientific/interventionist approach initiated in the mid-twentieth century could be best
characterized as a centralized effort to ―manage nature for what it should be.‖ The shift
was an important one because the object of protection was no longer a landscape left to
carry out ―natural processes‖ but was, rather, a set of values identified with scientific
protection of biodiversity and tourism/recreation (Moore and Masuku van Damme 2002).
Research and management, for instance, was undertaken in an effort to re-introduce
species previously extinct in Kruger, and veterinary services were introduced in the Park
aimed at maintaining the health of those species that were threatened or that could
transmit diseases to livestock living outside the Park (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef
2003, 11).
In terms of tourism and recreation, a vast road network was built, as well as ―rest
camps,‖ complete with lodging and dining opportunities, that catered to the mobile,
affluent visitors (Moore and Masuku van Damme 2002). Dictating, in no small part,
these undertakings were the efforts by the Apartheid-instituting National Party to use
national parks – in particular, Kruger – as a means to build a national identity and sense
of unity among Afrikaans-speaking white South Africans (Mabunda, Pienaar, and
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Verhoef 2003, 13). Black indigenous populations were effectively prohibited from
utilizing the Park in any way, which by design, precluded the opportunity to establish a
sense of park-ownership among black South Africans.
The set of values that Kruger came to represent – scientific protection of
biodiversity and tourism/recreation – materialized through corporate, technocratic, and
insular management (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003, 10-14; Moore and Masuku
van Damme 2002). Research in the Park, for instance, was conducted by what some
labeled an ―inbred‖ scientific services department that did not interact with outside
researchers or consider the impact of management on surrounding areas (Biggs 2004). In
terms of infrastructure development, rather than tendering construction and maintenance
to outside laborers, these tasks were accomplished almost exclusively by a corporate
technical services department (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003, 10). And,
commercial services in the Park were run by corporate staff in lieu of the use of
concessionaires. In all instances, black South Africans were relegated to temporary
menial positions, whereas white (principally Afrikaaner) South Africans held the most
influential positions. Irrespective of the merits or pitfalls of centralization as a
governance and management philosophy, it resulted in the recognition of only a limited
set of values, which as Moore and Masuku van Damme (2002) discuss was, tantamount
to environmental racism.

Towards decentralization
As evident from Kruger‘s history, even in eras of highly centralized control –
whether by a park warden or by an administering organization – the Park‘s purpose and
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essential character has never been static. While the Park was first established in order to
protect dwindling game populations, Kruger later came to effectively represent a broader
nationalist identity among the Afrikaaner society, a repository for scientific research and
education, as well as a refuge for ―wilderness experiences.‖ In many respects, the goals
associated with these purposes was successfully achieved precisely because the Park was
administered by a relatively autonomous, central authority that enjoyed the luxury of
being able to ignore large sectors of the South African population who might have
potentially expressed discordant opinions regarding the purpose and goals of the Park
(Moore and Masuku van Damme 2002). With the social transformation that followed the
fall of Apartheid, though, the Park began to decentralize its authority and embrace an
entirely new constituency – i.e., black South Africans – that would bring with it a set of
norms, values, and beliefs that in some cases were viewed as incommensurate with the
historical purposes of the Park. Notwithstanding incommensurabilities and the legacy of
centralized protection, the inclusion of the concerns of previously marginalized groups
has been a defining feature of governance and management in Kruger National Park over
the past decade.

The management of Kruger after democratization
Democratization in South Africa facilitated the emergence of a new constituency
for Kruger, but because of forced removals and a failure to establish a sense of Park
ownership among black South Africans, the new constituency has not always assigned
significant value to Kruger (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003, 14). When land
reform was institutionalized in 1994 – bringing with it the opportunity for those who had
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been removed from national parks to reclaim the land they had historically inhabited –
park managers feared the demise of the Park.5

Since the black community did not

necessarily share the same sense of endearment towards parks that white South Africans
had come to hold, some believed that development priorities would supercede
conservation needs among claimants if lands in the Park were successfully re-claimed
(Ramutsindela 2002).6
Nelson Mandela's comments at Kruger's centenary celebration7 suggest, though,
that the interests of local communities (including those who were removed from Park)
had less to do with land acquisition than benefits broadly defined:
In commemorating this historic day, we do not forget those who had to
surrender their local land to make it possible, often through forcible
removal, nor those who for generations were denied access to their
heritage except as poorly rewarded labour. We recall these threads in our
history not to decry the foresight of those who established the park, nor to
diminish our enjoyment of it. We do so rather to reaffirm our commitment
that the rural communities in and around our parks should also benefit
from our natural heritage, and find in it an opportunity for their
development. (Mandela 1998)

Moreover, the managers of Kruger came to recognize that,
The future survival of national parks such as Kruger will be guaranteed
only by unconditional support of the black majority of South Africa's
population. The challenge to managers is to make national parks relevant
to the daily lives of all South Africans. (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef
2003, 17)
5

For a comprehensive overview of land reform in South Africa, see Ramutsindela (2003), Levin and Winer
(1997), and de Beer (2006).
6
Beyond regaining title to land, though, there were and still are a number of options for black South
Africans within the land reform framework. Restitution, in the form of monetary compensation or
alternative land, is the most exercised option for claims based on forced removals and is the most
applicable avenue for land reform in national parks (African National Congress 1994). To date a few
successful claims have been made within the park – the most well-known being the Makuleke claim of
1998. Currently, a little more than 50% of the Park is claimed.
7
The centenary celebration marked the 100 years from when there was first interests in establishing the
game reserves that would become Kruger National Park rather than the designation of the National Park as
such.
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The insular and autocratic decision-making organization could no longer
function unchanged under the new sociopolitical system. Significant
changes in administration and external partnerships necessitated that
choices be justified in terms of explored options, forcing reconsideration
of entrenched policies. (Biggs and Rogers 2003, 61)

To say the least, a new era of management had emerged (at least in principle) in
Kruger. Ostensibly gone was the supremacy of centralized scientific management and set
in its place were objectives aimed at decentralizing management and providing benefits
to historically disenfranchised populations. As provided in the Protected Areas Act of
2003, protected areas8 - including Kruger National Park – were to serve a number of
objectives including, but not limited to,
providing opportunities for ―cooperative governance in the declaration and
management of protected areas‖ (Ch. 1 §2(b)),
promoting ―sustainable utilisation of protected areas for the benefit of people, in a
manner that would preserve the ecological character of such areas‖ (Ch. 1 §2(e)),
and
promoting ―participation of local communities in the management of protected
areas, where appropriate‖ (Ch. 1 §2(f))
In order to address these objectives, a Social Ecology unit (which would later
become the ―People and Conservation‖ department) was created in 1995 to foster
―mutually beneficial dialogues and partnerships‖ with surrounding communities. To
date, the principal products of their efforts include (1) seven "community forums" put in
place in 2005 to serve as medium through which local residents could provide input to
Park managers, (2) limited economic benefits provided through business opportunities for

8

The definition of ―Protected areas‖ includes National Parks (Ch. 2 §9(a))
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Box 2-2: “Decentralization”
Decentralization – the separation and distribution of power and resources – in protected
area governance and management has become increasingly important to the practice of
conservation over the past few decades (Huff 2005; Chambers 1997; Colchester 2000; Dobson
1998; Anaya 2000, 86). In 1980 the World Conservation Union (IUCN) published a World
Conservation Strategy, which held that the management of natural resources was not possible if
conservation did not contribute to development and livelihood improvement of those living near
or around protected areas. Combined with this pragmatic perspective were emerging moral
arguments for the recognition of fundamental human rights and the self-determination of
indigenous populations (including those living near protected areas) (Anaya 2000, 45-47).1
As a result of these considerations and others, ―community conservation‖ – ―those
principles and practices that argue conservation goals should be pursued by strategies that
emphasize the role of local residents in decision-making about natural resources‖ (Adams and
Hulme 2001, 13) – materialized as a paradigm that challenged the centralized protectionist
approach. In the late twentieth century, ―integrated conservation and development projects‖
were launched and organizations administering protected areas began to undertake more
collaborative or consultative approaches to governance whereby local communities helped
shape Park management (Doyle 1998; Twyman 1998; World Commission on Environment and
Development 1987; Barrett and Arcese 1998; Jones and Murphree 2004; Agrawal and Gibson
1999; Barrow and Murphree 2001; McAllister 1999; Murphree 1991; Ribot 2002).
The community conservation movement came to head in South Africa with
democratization and land reform, but as with other similar efforts around the globe, it has
experienced challenges as a result of the legacy of centralized protection and disenfranchisement
of those who are now sought to be involved. Nevertheless, decentralized approaches to
governance and the variety of demands and goals articulated through these approaches by
various constituencies represents a different (but not always competing or conflicting)
perspective on how the legitimacy of a protected area is established.

local artists and traders, (3) integration of certain cultural issues into the Parks, and (4)
environmental education offered to students in surrounding communities.
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Protected areas as adaptive systems in South Africa
If anything can be said for certain of the transformation that Kruger has
undergone since democratization, it is that governance and management has become very
complex. Attentiveness to social dimensions and numerous emerging constituencies has
introduced a multitude of considerations, demands, and interests that make governance
and management uncertain enterprises at best. As a result, Kruger – like many protected
areas throughout the world – has adopted a systemic ―adaptive‖ approach to governance
and management (see Box 2-3) that embraces change, complexity, and uncertainty. At its
most basic level, ―adaptive management‖ is rooted in the philosophy that governance and
management actions should be implemented on small-scale, experimental bases that
allow managers to identify how those actions influence and are influenced by the broader
social-ecological system before implementing them broadly.
As adaptive management has risen in popularity among theorists and
practitioners, its conceptualization has become increasingly nuanced. While still true to
Leopold's plea that management should involve "giving [ideas] a trial" (see Box 2-3) this
general philosophy has morphed into a systematic framework. In Kruger, adaptive
management has been implemented in accordance with Figure 2-2. With this approach,
managers identify goals and a desired future state and then operationalize those into
more well-defined management objectives. Different options are then explored to
achieve those objectives, and the approach deemed to be the most appropriate is
implemented. Fundamental to this approach is the practice of monitoring to evaluate
whether the objectives and broader goals are being achieved, as well as whether the
ecosystem and societal results are desirable. Moreover, there is an acknowledgment that
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Box 2-3: “Systems Thinking” and “Adaptive Management”
There are adherents to the centralized and decentralized approaches regardless of context, but
increasingly, protected areas (including Kruger National Park) are being conceptualized as systems embedded
within larger social systems where management and governance are driven more by contextual and systemic
factors than a single ideology. From this vantage point, protected areas are inextricably linked with broader
social, economic, and political systems and function as a result of demands placed through those systems
(Stankey, Clark, and Borman 2005). Common demands include requests for greater public participation in
decision-making, access to resources for subsistence purposes, and pressure to protect biodiversity.
Some theorists have taken the ―systems conceptualization‖ of protected areas further than others.
While some acknowledge the system characteristics of protected areas without developing a formal ―systems
theory‖ for protected areas (e.g., Stankey, Clark, and Borman 2005), others, such as Anderies, Janseen, and
Ostrom (2004); Walker and others (2002); Janssen, Anderies, and Ostrom (2007); and Gunderson and Holling
(2001) have formalized the conceptualization into frameworks and hypotheses in order to better describe and
explain how protected areas function from a systems theory perspective. The most prevalent frameworks and
hypotheses borrow heavily from ecosystem science and have introduced concepts such as ―system robustness‖ 1
and ―system resilience‖1 into the contemporary protected area discourse in order to highlight:
―The amount of change the system can undergo and still retain the same controls on function and
structure
The degree to which the system is capable of self-organization
The ability to build and increase the capacity for learning and adaptation.‖ (Resilience Alliance
2005)
Many of the terms employed by protected area systems theorists – including ―robustness,‖
―resilience,‖ ―adaptiveness,‖ ―self-organization,‖ and ―dynamism‖ to name a few – do not have commonly
agreed upon definitions, which arguably inhibits their utility for practitioners, at least for the time being.
Nevertheless, the broader impact of this body of research – that protected areas can be conceived as systems
embedded within larger social, political, and economic systems – has had important implications for
management. One of the most significant outgrowths of the systems conceptualization of protected areas has
been the advent of ―adaptive management.‖
At its most basic level, adaptive management is an exceedingly intuitive concept that consists of four
major components: (1) planning, (2) taking action, (3) monitoring that action, (4) evaluating that action, and
then re-planning on the basis of that evaluation (Stankey, Clark, and Borman 2005, 4). The formalization of the
adaptive management approach is often attributed to the early work of Holling (1978) and the later work of Lee
(1993), but as Norton (2005, 88) argues, the concept may actually owe its birth to Aldo Leopold who somewhat
desperately asked why conservationists always talk about ideas, ―instead of going out on the land and giving
them a trial‖ (Leopold quoted in Meine and Knight 1999). Adaptive management has, perhaps, been informally
practiced for several decades now, but the formal adoption of adaptive management as a management approach
is a relatively new phenomenon. The approach has only been instituted in Kruger National Park, for instance,
over the past seven to eight years (Kruger National Park 2006) and adopted system-wide in the United States
Forest Service over the past two (United States Forest Service 2005).

35

Figure 2- 2: The Adaptive Management Process (from Biggs and Rogers (2003), p. 67)

as ecosystems and societies change, so too may the objectives and implementation
strategies. In Kruger, this approach has been applied to management issues ranging from
elephant culling to tourism. (Biggs and Rogers 2003, 59-80)

Protected areas and the call for legitimacy
It is, perhaps, true that the substantive principle of adaptive management does not
necessarily constitute a revolution for protected areas – even under centralized
protectionist regimes, protected area managers exercise purposive trial-and-error
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experimentation. But, the formalization and adoption of adaptive management as a
process is a mark of notable transition. Most significantly, the adaptive management
process, as adopted by Kruger and other protected areas worldwide, explicitly
acknowledges and embraces the tapestry of social, economic, and political values that, in
turn, define the protected area system. In accordance with adaptive management,
managers are directed to monitor, evaluate, and adapt not only to biophysical change but
to social change, as well. As discussed earlier, for instance, the most important social
change that Kruger has faced (and is adapting to) over the past decade-and-a-half is the
nation's democratization and the emergence of a new constituency – previously
marginalized black South Africans (particularly those living near the border of the Park).
In no small part due to the democratization and decentralization of protected areas
– coupled with the attendant increased complexity of governance and management - the
concept of ―legitimacy‖ is increasingly put forward as a critical attribute of the protected
area system that must be assessed and monitored (see, e.g., Brechin and others 2002;
Jones and Murphree 2004; Brechin and others 2003, xi, 14; Brosius 2004; van Houtan
2006). Despite the recognized importance of the concept in other areas of social and
political inquiry (e.g., political science, sociology, communications, etc.) the concept has
only recently begun to receive attention among protected area scholars. Tuler and
Webler (1999), for instance, in their study of the forest policymaking process in the
United States commented that, ―It soon became clear that everything about the process
could be seen as being related to legitimacy.‖ In their critique of the centralized
protectionist paradigm, Brechin and others (2003, xii) posit that, ―In order for
biodiversity conservation efforts to be successful over time, among other concerns, those
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actions must be viewed as legitimate.‖ There have been a number of rationales put
forward to justify the study of legitimacy in protected area settings, but most of them are
put forward on moral and pragmatic grounds.
Morally speaking, a protected area may realize its objectives through unethical or
unjust means (e.g., the protection of biodiversity through forced removal of indigenous
populations). But, as the evolution of Kruger‘s management and governance illustrates
the robustness and long-term interests concerning protected areas are likely to be more
firmly established if the governance and management of those areas is perceived to be
legitimate.9 Among other things, attentiveness to the concept of legitimacy forces
scholars and practitioners to assess protected area systems from an important, moral
perspective with a sensitivity to social, political, and economic outcomes (Johnston and
Soulsby 2002).
Second, assessments of legitimacy are also important from a pragmatic
perspective. As discussed earlier, because black South Africans were historically
excluded from the governance and management of protected areas, some argue that they
now have little or no sense of ownership for those areas (Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef
2003, 12). Consequently, nature conservation in South Africa has been an uphill battle
following democratization and the rise of blacks to the political elite (Mabunda, Pienaar,
and Verhoef 2003, 12). It may be reasonably asked, for instance, why a societal group
would elect to protect what had been a symbol of oppression and illegitimacy for many
years. As Kull (2003) and Brechin and others (2002) have argued, when groups or
individuals perceive the governance and management of a protected area to be legitimate,
9

Consider, for instance, what many perceive to be a lacking sense of ownership and commitment to
protected areas among black South Africans, who are now the politically dominant social group in South
Africa. Because of this perceived lack of ownership, some fear that that protected areas are jeopardized.
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they develop a sense of ownership for that area and they ―buy into‖ its associated
objectives, which ultimately translates to less conflict and more robust management and
governance . Moreover, as Brechin and others (2002) note, protected area managers will
never likely have enough resources to adequately enforce resource protection, so it
behooves managers to ―negotiate agreements‖ that protected area constituencies ―view as
legitimate and feasible.‖ The assumption in doing so is that policies and actions viewed
as legitimate are more frequently obeyed and enforceable.
It is certainly true that calls for greater attention to issues such as social justice,
equity, and increased opportunities for public participation are not new to protected area
management (see, e.g., Bell 1987 and UNCE 1972). What might be commonly
conceived as elements of legitimacy – e.g., public participation, social justice, social
appropriateness, etc. - have been studied for some time now. Nevertheless, these
elements (and others) have yet to be holistically conceptualized and explored from a
protected area perspective. Indeed, the handful of studies concerning legitimacy and
protected areas have tended to equate legitimacy with a narrow set normative criteria and
have exhibited inconsistent definitions of the concept. Mascarenhas and Scarce (2004),
for example, in their study of forest planning in British Columbia equate legitimacy with
a process that has ―fair representation, appropriate government resources, and [is]
consensus-driven.‖ Johnston and Soulsby (2002) discuss the concept of ―ecological
legitimacy‖ in their study of an environmental dispute in Scotland and describe it as the
link between ―environmental and social justice.‖ Employing examples from communitybased natural resource management in Madagascar, Kull (2002) broadly defines
legitimacy as ―popular acceptance‖ - irrespective of whether such acceptance is gained by
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force, acquiescence, or the will of society. Finally, McGuire and Sanyal (2006) adopt the
conceptualization of legitimacy put forward by the German philosopher Jürgen Habermas
in their study of watershed management in the United States – ―legitimacy means a
political order's worthiness to be recognized‖ that is ultimately established through
procedural means aligned with deliberative democracy (citing Habermas 1976, 178).

Objectives and research questions for the study
While protected area scholars have, indeed, offered limited conceptual definitions
of legitimacy, the concept has not been operationalized to the extent that it may be
monitored, evaluated, and adapted. Finally, little knowledge exists regarding the
consequences of differing perceptions of legitimacy – what for instance should happen
when different constituency groups perceive the legitimacy of a particular action in
different ways? Through this dissertation, I attempted to contribute to these knowledge
gaps by having
1. synthesized the legitimacy-related scholarship that exists across a wide range of
disciplines in order to craft a framework for understanding legitimacy in protected
area settings,
2. explored the concept of legitimacy in the context of resource use within Kruger
National Park to understand how legitimacy is conceptualized within that
particular setting, and then
3. identified the consequences of different perceptions of legitimacy among those
parties with an interest in a particular issue (i.e., resource use in Kruger National
Park.)

Taken together, these three items constituted the broad objectives of this dissertation.
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Resource use and legitimacy
As discussed in Chapter 1, the subsistence-based utilization of resources, such as
firewood, medicinal plants, and thatching grass, has historically been prohibited in the
Park (except in rare circumstances). The Protected Areas Act of 1994, though, explicitly
states that Parks may consider allowing sustainable use of natural resources within their
boundaries, and as a result, Kruger managers feel that there are increasing demands for
access to resources. The potential for resource use has not been welcomed by all within
the Kruger organization – based on both moral reservations of utilizing resources within a
park and because of the added layer of complexity that resource use would introduce.
In 2005 I conducted a number of informal, exploratory interviews with the staff of
Kruger National Park and resource use was described as ranking high on everyone's list
of intractable issues that they were currently dealing with. This perception of
intractability was attributed to a number of factors including
1. lack of knowledge concerning the consequences of resource use for the
biodiversity of the Park (and the corresponding fear that resource use would be
tantamount to resource degradation),
2. the fear that subsistence-based use, if it were allowed, would inevitably transform
into commercial use, and
3. the perception that resource use is inconsistent with the park ideal and would
interfere with Park objectives related to biodiversity conservation and tourism,
among others.
Not all of the Kruger staff members felt that resource use was inherently a ―bad‖ thing.
Many viewed the provision of access to resources as the morally right thing to do, given
that many of the residents that might have an interest in accessing the resources were
forcefully removed (or descendants of those removed) from the Park. For this subset of
the staff, though, the issue was still considered a difficult one since the provision of
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resource use would require (1) persuading the remainder of the staff who felt that it was
an undesirable policy and (2) the assessment of the types of resources that were in
demand and the levels of resource use that would be ―sustainable‖ and not infringe upon
the biodiversity of the Park. As the findings and discussion in later chapters will show,
differing perceptions of legitimacy exist not only among the staff, but also between and
among different social groups living near the border of the Park, as well as visitors to the
Park.
Conclusion
In this chapter, I have attempted to demonstrate that, far from being a
straightforward enterprise, protected area governance and management necessitates
complex, contextual and value-laden decisions that can profoundly shape the purposes of
protected areas. Depending on these values and beliefs, protected areas may serve a
number interests, such as biodiversity conservation and subsistence. As the history of
South Africa's protected areas demonstrates, the legitimacy of these interests and the way
in which these interests are governed and managed varies over time. The
democratization of South Africa in the mid-1990s, for instance, facilitated a challenge to
the traditional protectionist approach and ostensibly gave rise to a more devolved form of
governance and responsiveness to demands for resource utilization in protected areas. As
new constituencies for protected areas have been recognized and incorporated into the
management of protected areas, the corresponding and increasing complexity has given
rise to adaptive approaches to management and governance. An important, implied
consideration is whether the manner in which protected area governance and
management responds or adapts to complexity and change is, in fact, legitimate in the
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eyes of various constituencies. Recognizing the importance of legitimacy to protected
area management and governance, in the next chapter, I present a review of the various
ways in which legitimacy has been conceptualized across a broad array of disciplines,
and I offer a synthetic framework for understanding the legitimacy of protected area
governance and management.
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CHAPTER 3
CONCEPTUALIZING ―LEGITIMACY‖

Introduction
Before exploring various conceptualizations of legitimacy, it is instructive to first
understand where legitimacy itself is situated within the broader socio-political
framework. As Weber argues, ―legitimacy‖ is a typology of ―authority,‖ which he
defines as ―the probability that a command with a specific content will be obeyed by a
given group of persons‖ (1947, 152). In most societies authority is typically understood
in terms of a government or state that makes a claim to wielding authority and the
citizenry who is subject to that authority. When commands or actions are deemed to be
―legitimate,‖ they are assigned a higher degree of authority to the extent that the
commands or actions are obeyed voluntarily (1986, 31). Consequently, every political
system, according to Weber, ―attempts to establish and cultivate the belief in legitimacy,‖
since legitimacy carries with it the highest probability that a command or action will be
obeyed (325, 1947).
It is true, however, that not every group in the citizenry (or even a majority) of a
political system will view a command or action as legitimate. In such an instance, the
expression of authority becomes a function of coercive power, which may be defined as
―the ability to influence the outcomes or behaviors of others‖ based on ―the capacity to
control and to dominate‖ (Hollander 1992; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, and de
Cremer 2007). For instance, the Apartheid-instituting Nationalist Party, despite being
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viewed as illegitimate among black South Africans, was able to establish authority as a
result of its considerable coercive power over black South Africans. With sufficient
power, then, authority can be wielded irrespective of perceptions of legitimacy.
Illegitimate perceptions of authority, though, might eventually diminish the power of a
given group. The fall of Apartheid, as a case in point, was brought on in no small part by
the increasing power of black South Africans and the power exerted by the international
community, both of whom viewed Apartheid as illegitimate.
In this way, power, authority, coercion, and legitimacy form a complex and
connected system. The authority of actions or commands – the probability that they will
be obeyed – is a function of legitimacy, but not entirely dependent on legitimacy. While
it is more efficient for authority wielding groups to be viewed as legitimate and enjoy
voluntary obedience to their commands, authority may still be established through the
coercive exercise of power. And, as long as those groups requiring coercion are small
enough or weak enough to not challenge that power, a governing body‘s authority can be
maintained. Nevertheless, as the fall of Apartheid demonstrates, powerful coalitions can
arise from what was at one time a collection of weak or disinterested groups, and the
acquisition of this power can give rise to an effective revolution. Consequently, the
coercive exercise of power is less resilient than the legitimate exercise of power, and it is
to a governing body‘s advantage to pursue its interests in a legitimate way (Weber 1986,
31). As I will discuss throughout this chapter, though, there are a variety of views related
to what exactly constitutes ―legitimacy‖ and how it is established.
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In this chapter, I present a synthetic review of ―legitimacy‖ that not only reveals
how the concept is understood across a wide array of disciplines but that also provides a
number of insights into how a framework for understanding the legitimacy of protected
area governance and management might be crafted. As I will discuss, there are wellestablished traditions in legitimacy-related scholarship. The two most significant
traditions are the ―social and behavioral‖ and ―normative‖ conceptualizations. The social
and behavioral conceptualization of legitimacy, first articulated by Weber, maintains that
legitimacy is a perception, belief, or cognitive phenomenon ascribed to an authority that,
as defined by some, is not necessarily a function of an authority‘s ―rightness.‖ While,
perhaps, useful from an empirical perspective, some political philosophers counter that
such a conceptualization has very little utility from a normative perspective. As a result,
these scholars have put forward normative conceptualizations of legitimacy that identify
the concept with a set of normative criteria, such as deliberative democracy or
instrumental utility.
After presenting a discussion of the social and behavioral and normative
conceptualizations of legitimacy, I argue that the two traditions need not be conceived as
incommensurable, as they often are. Instead, I offer a synthetic framework for
understanding legitimacy – based, in part, on the work of scholars from these two
traditions – that I believe to be of utility from both empirical and normative perspectives.
I close the chapter by marking the way forward to the methodological approach I adopted
for studying the legitimacy of resource use in Kruger.
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Social and behavioral conceptualizations of “legitimacy”
The concept ―legitimacy‖ is, indeed, fundamental to both social and political
theory, but while the concept is implicitly addressed in the philosophies of Plato,
Aristotle, and later Rousseau (Barnard 2001, 8-9, 27, 52; Stillman 1974; Merquior 1980),
it was first formalized by Weber with the 1924 publication of The Theory of Social and
Economic Organization. Weber's conceptualization of legitimacy differs markedly from
the implicit conceptualizations of earlier scholars in that Weber was concerned with the
why of legitimacy rather than the what. Weber, for instance, did not offer a universal and
normative set of characteristics that identify an entity or action as legitimate, but instead
posited that legitimacy is a perception or belief held by a social group (e.g., society-atlarge) that voluntarily compels or engenders the obedience of that group to another group
(e.g., the state). As long as a social group feels that an authority is legitimate, then, it is,
in fact, legitimate. Weber's conceptualization is not without critics (see, e.g., Rehfeld
2005, 15-16; Grafstein 1981), but his theory of legitimacy laid the foundation for the
social and behavioral explorations of the concept. In this section, I briefly present
Weber's conceptualization, as well as contributions from subsequent social and
behavioral explorations of legitimacy.

Weber and “legitimacy”
One of Weber's most significant contributions to the sociology of politics and
government was his treatment of the concept of legitimacy, which he characterized as a
perception or judgment held by a social group towards an authority that engenders
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compliance with and obedience to that authority (Weber 1986, 31). Weber's interest in
legitimacy stemmed from his critique of the bureaucratization of society and his interest
in characterizing the state and its exercise of power over society.10 In his well-known
essay Politics as a Vocation (1921), Weber defines the state as ―a human community that
(successfully) claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given
territory‖ [emphasis original]. In the same essay, he defines politics as any activity in
which the state engages in to influence the relative distribution of ―physical force.‖
Politics, then, is fundamentally an enterprise of power, and according to Weber, the
politician must somehow harmonize ultimate ends and the ethic of responsibility (Marlin
2002, 155). Weber distinguished, though, obedience to commands through coercion and
legitimation. When the exercise of power is legitimated, society – the object of power –
considers that power ―valid‖ and social order is more stable and securely guaranteed
(Weber 1986, 31; Stryber 2001).
Weber was less concerned with what legitimacy is than how or why legitimacy is
acquired, or in his words, why or how a social order ―enjoys the prestige of being
considered binding‖ (Weber 1986, 31). The perception or belief of legitimacy, he
argued, could be traced to three ―ideal‖11 avenues of legitimation:
1) tradition – ―the belief in the sanctity of immemorial traditions and the legitimacy
of those exercising authority under them‖ (Weber 1986, 212),
2) charisma – ―devotion to the specific or exceptional sanctity, heroism, or
10

Both themes are dominant in The Theory of Economic and Social Organization (1924) and Economy and
Society
11
By ideal, Weber was referring to constructions based on a one-sided accentuation of certain features of
social reality. The simplified ideal constructions, he argued, were necessary to understand the complexity
of social reality, even if reality did not necessarily correspond to the ideal constructions. (Weber 1949, 9093)
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exemplary character of an individual person, and of the normative
patterns or order revealed or ordained by them‖ (Weber 1997, 328),
and
3) rational-legal/value-rational - ―a belief in the legality of patterns of normative
rules and the right of those elevated to authority
under such rules to issue commands‖ or a belief in
the rationality of an authority‘s absolute value
(Weber 1997, 130, 328).12

Weber‘s conceptualization is often criticized for being a-moral (see, e.g., Beetham
1994) in so far that Weber fails to define normative criteria for legitimacy, but he does
place higher value on certain types of legitimacy. Most importantly, he argues that
legitimation is often an evolutionary process whereby an authority is initially legitimized
through either traditional or charismatic means, but later acquires a more desirable
legitimacy when that legitimacy is established through rational-legal means (Matheson
1987). As Ansell (2001, 8705) discusses, Weber‘s account of modernity in the West
illustrates how traditional and charismatic authority is supplanted by rational-legal
authority, and that, ultimately, this evolution is what has brought about the stability of the
West.
As an example on a smaller scale, Weber‘s tripartite account of legitimacy might
also serve as an explanation of how or why the exclusion of local people (particularly
blacks) from governance and management of Kruger was legitimated. As a number of
authors have discussed, the most formative element of the historical relationship between
the Park and its neighbors has been the legacy of Apartheid (Meskell 2006; Moore and
12

Weber distinguishes between rational-legal and value-rational types of legitimacy, but does not include
value-rational in his typology. Barker (1990, 49) has argued that Weber implied value-rational legitimacy
to be distinct, but coupled with rational-legal legitimacy.
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Masuku van Damme 2002; Carruthers 1995; Mabunda 2003). As discussed in Chapter 2,
Kruger was employed as a vehicle for building traditions and identity among those with
allegiance to the Apartheid-instituting National Party (Carruthers 1995). Discrimination
and segregation were fundamental to this legacy, and as a result, the removal and
exclusion of blacks was viewed as legitimate.

The traditional views that gave rise to

removal and exclusion were buttressed by the romanticism of the charismatic game
ranger who was portrayed as defending those traditions against those who would threaten
it. The game ranger‘s defense against the activities of local peoples such as ―illegal
poaching‖ or ―trespassing‖ were viewed as acts of heroism and of honor. These
traditional and charismatic elements became so enshrined in the Afrikaaner psyche that
the exclusion of local peoples, if not legally sanctioned, was never called into question by
a large sector of the South African society until land reform was instituted in 1994.
Consistent with Weber, the combination of traditional, charismatic, and rationallegal legitimation fostered a relatively stable policy of exclusion and removal that was
effectively instituted for more than ninety years. Nevertheless, despite the power of
Weber‘s account in explaining how or why exclusion and removal were legitimated, his
conceptualization fails to offer evaluative criteria against which those actions may be
judged. Because exclusion and removal had attained legitimacy among a social group
with the capacity to enforce it, does that render it right or desirable? Moreover, what
explains the illegitimation of such actions, as evidenced with the fall of Apartheid?
Indeed, Weber made important contributions to understanding the sources and processes
of legitimation, but as critics and scholars who would follow in his tradition have
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demonstrated, there were aspects of his theory that would benefit from further
development.

Post-Weberian social and behavioral conceptions of legitimacy
Weber offered an unprecedented and thorough account of how and why the
perception of legitimacy might be established, but his contribution has been criticized for
(1) distorting or failing to directly and precisely define what legitimacy is (see, e.g.,
Habermas 1975, 97-102; Beetham 1994, 11) and (2) offering circular characterizations
when the definition is implied (Grafstein 1981). Beetham (1994, 8) goes as far to regard
Weber‘s approach as ―an unqualified disaster,‖ and Grafstein (1981) comments that, ―In
Weber‘s hands ... legitimacy no longer represents an evaluation of a regime; indeed, it no
longer refers directly to the regime itself. Rather it is defined as the belief of citizens that
the regime is, to speak in circles, legitimate.‖ The legitimacy-based scholarship that
followed Weber suggests that the critiques leveled against Weber contributed to two
movements – the efforts by political philosophers to attach normative criteria to
legitimacy and the attempts by some social scientists to sharpen Weber‘s belief-oriented
definition of legitimacy. Setting aside the former for the time being, I turn to the latter to
illustrate some contemporary social conceptualizations of legitimacy.
Among classic social scientists and theorists, Friedrich, Lipset, and Easton are
perhaps the most well-known and oft-cited scholars who have attempted to augment and
expand upon Weber‘s conceptualization (whether explicitly or implicitly). According to
Friedrich (1963, 234) legitimacy is ―the question of fact whether a given rulership is
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believed to be based on good title by most men subject to it.‖ Similarly, Lipset (1988,
64) characterized legitimacy as the ―capacity of the system to engender and maintain the
belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society.‖
Finally, systems theorist Easton (1979, 278) described legitimacy as the ―conviction on
the part of the member that it is right and proper ... to accept and obey the authorities.‖
While all three definitions, in the Weberian tradition, share the belief-oriented
characterization of legitimacy, Easton‘s and Lipset‘s definitions in particular have been
criticized for being even more under-theorized and problematic than Weber‘s, based on
their espoused relativity and circularity (Beetham 1994, 9-10, 136-7; Rehfeld 2005, 15).
Friedrich‘s treatment of legitimacy, however, has arguably received less criticism within
social science circles as a result of its subtle, but defined, evaluative component.
In contradistinction to Weber, Lipset, and Easton, Friedrich‘s conceptualization of
legitimacy contains a number of evaluative, but still belief-oriented, criteria for
legitimacy.13 First, Friedrich argues that the justifications for government and its actions
(referred to as the ―rulership‖) must be ―believed to be based on good title by most men.‖
Here, Friedrich introduces the concept of ―congruence‖ – that legitimacy, in part, is
determined by whether or not a government and its actions comport with the system of
values and beliefs held and assigned by ―most men‖ (Stillman 1974). Second, the use of
the phrase ―men subject [to the rulership]‖ highlights Friedrich‘s supposition that the
assessment of legitimacy belongs to the governed and not, for instance, inhabitants of
other countries under the rule of other governments. Third, by claiming that legitimacy is
a judgment made by ―most men,‖ Friedrich implies that legitimate government and action
13

Stillman (1974) offers an extensive discussion of all of the evaluative criteria discussed here.
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may not be viewed as such by all of the governed, since values and beliefs will invariably
differ among them. Finally, and perhaps most significantly, while recognizing that
values and beliefs will vary among the governed, Friedrichs conceptualization of
legitimacy is essentially value-free. As Stillman (1974) describes, ―For Friedrich, a
government does not have to be good, just, constitutional, peaceful, etc., in order to be
legitimate; any rulership needs only belief in its good title by most of its subjects to be
legitimate.‖ True to Weber, then, Friedrich maintained the belief-oriented charcterization
of legitimacy, but he blazed a new trail in the legitimacy scholarship by introducing
evaluative components.
Friedrich‘s conceptualization of legitimacy, as well as his philosophies of
administrative discretion and reason remain influential, though his ideas have been
refined and filtered through the lenses of a number of more contemporary scholars. For
instance, in his contemporary classic, ―Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional
Responses‖ (1995), Suchman defines legitimacy as ―a generalized perception or
assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some
socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.‖ Here, Suchman
adopts some of the evaluative criteria introduced by Friedrich (e.g., congruence), but
modifies the evaluative framework to identify the power of normative (but not
necessarily universal) beliefs held not only by the governed, but those beyond the
jurisdiction of the entity exercising authority. Moreover, Suchman acknowledges that the
perception of legitimacy may vary based on the perspective against which it is evaluated.
He delineates, for example, pragmatic legitimacy (based on interests), moral legitimacy
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(based on perceptions of what is right and just), and cognitive legitimacy (based on an
authority‘s taken-for-grantedness or lawfulness). Other scholars offer relatively similar
definitions of legitimacy (see, e.g., Zelditch 2001, 33; Berger and others 1998, 350;
Meyer and Scott 1983, 201; Friedman 1981; Douglas 1986, 45-46) and even different
delineations (see, e.g., Aldrich 1999 and Dobrev 2001), but as Johnson, Dowd, and
Ridgeway (2006) discuss, there are several common themes to almost all contemporary
social and behavioral conceptualizations of legitimacy:
a) ―legitimacy is a problem in the construction of social reality;‖
b) ―[legitimacy]‘ is fundamentally a collective process;‖
c) ―legitimacy depends on apparent, though not necessarily actual, consensus among
actors in the local situation that most people accept the object as legitimate;‖ and
d) ―as a collective construction of social reality, legitimacy has both a cognitive
dimension that constitutes the object for actors as a valid, objective social feature
and a normative, prescriptive dimension that represents the social object as right.‖
The emerging convergence in the definitional character of legitimacy has resulted
in a shift of emphasis for social and behavioral scholars of legitimacy in at least two
important ways. First, many social and behavioral scholars – increasingly comfortable
with what legitimacy is (e.g., see the four points above) – are re-visiting how legitimacy
is acquired, a project originally established by Weber. Some continue to analyze the
acquisition of legitimacy within Weber‘s tripartite source-based framework (see, e.g.,
Eddy 2005), but others have taken Weber‘s evolutionary conception of legitimation (i.e.,
the transition from traditional and charismatic legitimacy to rational-legal legitimacy) as
a point of departure in highlighting the processes associated with legitimation (see, e.g.,
Walker 2004, Zelditch 2001, and Zelditch and Walker 2004). Johnson, Dowd, and
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Ridgeway (2006), for instance, characterize the legitimation process in terms of four
stages,
1. social innovation – an action is created in order to address some ―need, purpose,
goal or desire at the local level of actors;‖
2. local validation – ―local actors must construe [the action] as consonant with and
linked to the existing, widely accepted cultural framework of beliefs, values, and
norms;‖
3. diffusion – once the new, prototype action and associated processes are locally
validated, ―it may be diffused into other new, local situations;‖ and
4. general validation – ―as a result of the diffusion of the new social object across
contexts, actors eventually take on the belief that most actors believe that the
innovation is acceptable.‖
Contemporary social and behavioral studies of legitimacy are often concerned with how
these stages (or similar theoretical constructions) manifest within particular contextual
settings (see, e.g., McGuire and Sanyal 2005; Gibson, Caldeira, and Spence 2005;
Johnston and Soulsby 2002; Kull 2002; Mascarenhas 2004 and Scarce; and Muldoon
2003).
That social and behavioral definitions of legitimacy and the process of
legitimation put forward by social and behavioral scholars might be more empirically
instrumental than normative conceptualizations does not imply they are more valid.
Considering again, for instance, the historical relationship between Kruger and those that
have lived in or near the Park, the social and behavioral conceptualizations of legitimacy
provide a very useful framework to understand how the historic exclusion and removal of
local peoples from Kruger were legitimized. For instance, Weber, as well as
contemporary social and behavioral theorists, provide insight into how and why
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underlying beliefs concerning local peoples (and blacks, in general) legitimated their
removal and exclusion from Kruger. But, while illustrating how beliefs transform to
legitimacy, the social and behavioral account fails to offer an evaluative framework for
assessing the rightness of those beliefs. According to Friedrich‘s conceptualization, prior
to the fall of Apartheid, the policy of forced removal and exclusion would be viewed as
legitimate simply because most of those who constituted the recognized South African
citizenry would have viewed that policy as appropriate. Clearly, though, with the fall of
Apartheid, the beliefs that gave rise to that policy were later viewed as illegitimate. At
some point, then, the beliefs underlying the Apartheid regime were viewed as not being
―right,‖ but the social and behavioral account offers little insight into the evaluative
criteria or basis from which this judgment was made.
An important element of legitimacy, then – but missing from the social and
behavioral account – is a discussion of specific norms that are viewed as ―right‖ or
―appropriate‖ and will give rise to legitimate authority. Some social and behavioral
accounts of legitimacy do recognize the role of norms (see, e.g., Suchman (1995)), but
most do not offer specific norms (e.g., deliberative democratic decision-making
procedures) that engender legitimacy. As a result, political philosophers have maintained
that the belief-oriented conceptualization of legitimacy is little more than an assessment
of public approval and is of little utility (except, perhaps, to public opinion researchers)
(Rehfeld 2005, 15-16).
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Normative conceptualizations of “legitimacy”
Broadly speaking, the history of the normative conceptualization of legitimacy is
as old as the history of philosophy itself. The concept of legitimacy strikes at the heart of
the question as to how power and authority should be appropriately exercised over
society – a question that has been tackled by a number of political philosophers from
Plato, Aristotle, and onward. Rigorous and explicit treatments of legitimacy from a
normative perspective, though, emerged only within the past few decades – initially, as a
response to Weber. Just as theorists in the tradition of Weber have attempted to sharpen
his conceptualization of legitimacy, critics of his belief-oriented definition have more
thoroughly developed their normative conceptualization. In this section, I discuss
Habermas‘ response to Weber, as well as recent normative perspectives of legitimacy.

Habermas’ response to Weber
Jürgen Habermas‘ theory of legitimacy is borne of his broader critical-theory
philosophy. As a critical theorist, Habermas contributed to the philosophical project
founded by Horkheimer and Adorno in the mid-1930‘s and later expounded by the
―Frankfurt School.‖14 In essence, early critical theorists endeavored to salvage the
normative philosophy of Marx, that as the Frankfurt School believed, had been
inappropriately applied and misunderstood. Early Frankfurt School philosophers posited
that Marxism was never intended to be applied as an empirical science (Roderick 1986,
22-32). Rather, it was to serve as a critique with practical intent aimed at exposing the

14

For a detailed history of the Frankfurt School and its attendant philosophy, see Wiggershaus (1994).
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inconsistencies between ideology and reality, theory and praxis (Roderick 1986, 24-27).
In this way, critical theorists were and are concerned with the mechanics of moving and
transforming society from the factual, material ―is‖ to the normative ―should be.‖
Habermas‘ first detailed discussion of legitimacy appeared in Legitimation Crisis,
where he attempted to identify the crisis15 points within advanced capitalist societies and
how the modern state manages those crises and maintains its legitimacy (1975, 2).
Legitimacy, which Habermas defined as ―a political orders‘ worthiness to be recognized,‖
is not established by rational-legal means alone, as Weber suggests, though. According
to Habermas,
―If belief in legitimacy is conceived as an empirical phenomenon without
an immanent relation to truth, the grounds upon which it is explicitly
based have only psychological significance. Whether such grounds can
sufficiently stabilize a given belief in legitimacy depends on the
institutionalized prejudices and observable behavioral dispositions of the
group in question. If, on the other hand, every effective belief in
legitimacy is assumed to have an immanent relation to truth, the grounds
on which it is explicitly based contain a rational validity claim that can be
tested and criticized independently of the psychological effect of these
grounds.‖ (Habermas 1975, 97)
For Habermas, then, legitimacy is not contingent on held beliefs among particular social
groups – it is, to the contrary, dependent on alignment with a broader, universal truth
against which a group‘s ―validity claim‖ is tested. The rational-legal legitimacy put
forward by Weber, Habermas argued, is an insufficient guarantor of congruence with
truth and does not inherently possess a ―rational validity claim‖ (Habermas 1975, 98).

15

Habermas describes a crisis as a a state of strain within society where societal collapse is imminent.
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The idea of a rational validity claim is central to Habermas‘ conceptualization of
legitimacy and can be best described as a rational or logical claim to the truthfulness
and/or rightfulness of a action (Habermas 1985, 302-309). Multiple claims to validity or
truth (whether fallible or infallible) may exist for a given action throughout a diverse
society, but a validity claim is only considered ―rational‖ if it satisfies three basic
criterions:
1. a presupposition or explication that the state of affairs in question are true and
not misconstrued,
2. the claim conforms to accepted normative expectations, and
3. there are no doubts concerning the intentions or sincerity of the entity making
the claim. (Habermas 1985, 17, 302-309; Cooke 1994)
To illustrate these points and their role in judgments of legitimacy, consider the
following example. As discussed in Chapter 2, some protected area scholars with a
strong interest in preserving biodiversity have claimed that protected areas must be
militantly guarded against surrounding populations in order to protect the biodiversity
that exists within those areas. To that set of scholars, the claim is ―valid‖ or is
representative of their vision of truth. Critics of this claim might counter that it is not a
rational validity claim because, in accordance with Habermas‘ criteria for rational
validity claims,
1. the state of affairs described is not accurate – biodiversity is not really in
danger or in need of protection,
2. militantly guarding protected areas against surrounding populations is
immoral and does not conform with accepted norms, and/or
3. there are interests other than the preservation of biodiversity that are driving
the desire for militant protection of the areas in question.
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As a consequence, critics might argue that the grounds upon which a decision to
militantly guard a protected area are based contain no rational validity claims and are,
therefore, deemed illegitimate.16
After conceptually aligning legitimacy with ―rational validity,‖ Habermas has
devoted a substantial portion of his philosophical project to articulating how the rational
validity of claims are established and determined. Generally speaking, Habermas has
adopted a communicative and procedural theory approach. He argues that discourses
where rationality will take shape and that legitimacy depends on communicative
arrangements. The centerpiece of his ―theory of communicative action" is what he
initially termed the "ideal speech situation," which, as he continued to develop the
concept, would later closely resemble "deliberative democracy" (Kelly 2004). Habermas
describes the ideal speech situation as a communicative arrangement that maintains an
"orientation for truth" and meets the following criteria:
1) everyone with competence to speak and act is allowed to take part in discourse;
2) everyone is allowed to question any assertion, introduce any assertion into
discourse, and express attitudes, desires and needs; and
3) no speaker may be prevented by either internal or external coercion from
exercising his rights as laid down in 1) or 2). (Habermas 1985, 25; McCarthy
1984, 308)

16

As an aside, it is equally true that a similarly constructed argument could be manufactured for claims to
the validity of community conservation or resource use, for example.
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Moreover, for any given action, the arrival at rational validity claims related to that action
requires both unlimited discussion and discussion free from distorting influences
(McCarthy 1984, 306).
In summary, Habermas conceptualization of legitimacy can be described in the
following way: legitimacy – a political orders‘ worthiness to be recognized – requires
rational validity claims for a particular issue that can only be generated and then debated
within the ideal speech situation (or a perfect form of ―deliberative democracy‖). Critics
of Habermas have highlighted that the ―ideal speech situation‖ is just that – an ideal
(Harrington 2000, Kohn 2000). As Gosling (2000) discusses, the ―ideal speech situation‖
is almost always unattainable, and even if it were attainable, it would be impossible to
know whether or not it had truly been reached – how, for instance, could it ever be
known whether a speaker was truly free from all types of internal or external coercion?
While a speaker may claim they were free from coercion, that claim itself may be a result
of coercion. Moreover, a speaker may be coerced without even knowing they are being
coerced.17 In short, the ideal speech situation is a commendable goal, but because of its
imperfect realization, Habermas‘ equating of legitimacy with rational validity that can
only emerge from the ideal speech situation implies that legitimacy can never be reached.
Delanty (1997) and Harrington (2000) also comment that, beyond the impossibility of
realizing the ideal speech situation, Habermas‘ theory of legitimacy and communicative
action reflect an occidental bias in so far that he universally associates legitimacy with
popular or deliberative democracy – practices that might not be considered legitimate
17

Schmookler (1993) presents a compelling argument demonstrating how the free market, which, in theory,
expands the choices and actions available to an individual actually constrains choice and action. Most
people, he argues, though, are not aware of such constraints.
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within non-western societies (consider, for instance, the chieftainships of South Africa
where decisions are made almost exclusively by a chief and a select group of ndunas or
―headmen‖).
Finally, critics such as Valadez (2000, 61-63) have insightfully noted that, while
procedurally speaking, Habermas‘ theory of legitimacy and communicative action may
be attractive (its western bias and Utopian nature notwithstanding), Habermas offers no
guidance regarding the substantive moral or cognitive incommensurability of actions in
question. What, for instance, is a society to do when all relevant thoughts have been
expressed free from coercion, all thoughts have been thoroughly considered by decisionmakers without prejudice, yet there remains disagreement over the substantive rightness
of the action? Such a situation is, perhaps, very possible, for instance, in Kruger with
respect to resource use. In 2005, ―community forums‖ were established in order to
facilitate deliberative dialogue between Park staff and local residents concerning Parkcommunity issues, such as resource use. In conversations that I had with some staff who
had participated in those forums, those staff commented that participating parties were
almost always afforded ample discussion time, but that sometimes different groups
(including different groups within the broader local-resident group) held very different
views concerning what was appropriate in the Park. Whereas, for instance, some
traditional healers felt that medicinal plants must come from inside the Park in a
―natural,‖ ―undisturbed‖ setting in order to contain healing powers, others felt that it was
sufficient to be provided with plants that came from a nursery. There was no way to
logically reason which view was right; the competing views were simply
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incommensurable and rooted in different worldviews. In this case, Habermas‘
deliberative-democracy account of legitimacy offers little further guidance. The process
by which an issue is discussed – in the example, the use of medicinal plants – might be
perfectly sound, but still not lead to a resolution.
The Habermasian conceptualization of legitimacy, then – like Weber – is not free
from critique. Whereas Weber is chided for his relativism, Habermas is critiqued for his
overly prescriptive and unattainable universalism. Just as Weber laid the foundation for
the belief-oriented approach to understanding legitimacy, though, it is also true that
Habermas – in his response to Weber – played a significant role in laying the groundwork
for a normative philosophy of legitimacy.

Contemporary normative conceptualizations of legitimacy
Following Habermas‘ theory of legitimacy to its logical conclusion suggests that
legitimacy requires a particular type of democracy (namely, deliberative democracy). As
discussed above, though, critics contend that his unqualified brand of legitimacy is likely
to never be achieved, because it requires consensus building and impartial neutrality to
identify legitimizing claims with which all participants agree. These requirements, in
their purest form, render Habermas‘ legitimacy as largely unachievable, since most social
and political debates of any significance (including those concerning protected areas)
consist of incommensurable – but perfectly rational and valid – claims. Whether or not in
response to Habermas and his critics, contemporary conceptualizations reflect a
loosening of the normative bindings of legitimacy in order to offer a more practical and
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realistic conceptualization of legitimacy. The relaxing of normative principles that define
legitimacy are rationalized by differentiating democracy as a concept and a theory.
Beetham (1992), for instance, differentiates between the concept of democracy, which is
widely accepted, and the theories of democracy, ―which involve contestable claims‖
regarding what is ―desirable or practicable and how it might be realized in sustainable
institutional form.‖18 Normatively speaking, contemporary conceptualizations of
legitimacy almost universally champion the concept of democracy, but split in terms of
how democracy should be realized (Arneson 2003; Griffin 2003).

Deliberative democracy as legitimacy
Bohman maintains that democracy, indeed – at the conceptual level – is
tantamount to legitimacy, and like Habermas, he argues that democracy is best
effectuated through deliberative means (1996, 183). Unlike Habermas, though, Bohman
points out that no neutral or impartial standpoint exists from which unanimity can be
achieved (1996, 183). He does not dismiss deliberative democracy, but only recants it to
be deemed successful when ―agents are sufficiently convinced to continue their ongoing
cooperation‖ (1996, 33). The outcome of an action or decision, then, is legitimate when
the reasons or rationale behind it are sufficient to motivate cooperation of all those
deliberating. Legitimacy is expressed not as rationally-valid unanimity, but as (1) a
belief among participants that they have contributed to and influenced an outcome or
action, even if they disagree with it and (2) recognition and consideration by all

18

Barnard (2001, 178-9) refers to the same observation by Beetham and discusses this distinction in more
depth.
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participants of the moral framework from which other participants are operating (1996,
33).
Bohman‘s conceptualization of legitimacy is particularly attractive to scholars of
multicultural societies who are well aware of the incommensurability of values and
beliefs. But as one such scholar, Valadez, comments, deliberation and justice are not
enough,
In order for a state to rightly demand recognition of its legitimacy, ... it is
also necessary that it answer to the injustices of the procedures through
which it incorporated the cultural groups within its boundaries (2001, 9).
The forms of redress that Valadez offers are contextually dependent, but at a minimum,
states must guarantee the self-determination of cultural groups, equal access to
knowledge upon which decisions are based, and recognition as a political community
(2001, 6-10). In many respects, for instance, it would seem that the South African
government subscribed to just such a view of legitimacy with the fall of Apartheid. Land
reform was instituted with the new democracy, bringing with it reparations for groups
who had been forcefully removed from their land, and those same groups not only came
to be recognized as a political community, but drive many of the decision-making
processes and are the dominant political community in the country.
While Valadez‘s conceptualization might be tenable at the multicultural scale, it is
arguably contradictory when applied to proximately homogenous cultural groups within a
multicultural society – guaranteeing the self-determination of cultural groups ensures that
authority structures will be maintained, many of which might run counter to democratic
principles (e.g., chieftanships in South Africa). In this way, at the multicultural societal
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scale, procedurally prescribing deliberative democracy, while at the same time
substantively prescribing principles of self-determination, equality, and justice might
resolve issues of legitimacy at that scale, but they cannot necessarily be applied to subscales without rendering the overarching conceptualization untenable.

Instrumentalism and pragmatism as legitimacy
Arneson (2003) avoids the challenges associated with equating legitimacy and
deliberative democracy by adopting a purely substantive and instrumental account of
legitimacy. Arneson holds that the concept of democracy forms the basis of legitimacy,
but that,
what renders the democratic form of government for a nation morally
legitimate (when it is) is that its operation over time produces better
consequences for people than any feasible alternative mode of governance
(2003).
Arneson bases his instrumental conceptualization on two ―accounts‖ of legitimacy – the
―correctness account‖ and the ―best results account.‖ He argues that most accounts of
legitimacy can be classified as the former – the assumption in most being that given a
portfolio of possible actions or policies for a given need, ―a political decision procedure
is morally legitimate just in case it reaches the morally best decisions as to which policies
to enact‖. With this account, Arneson asserts, it is conceivable that autocratic procedures
could produce ―morally superior political decisions‖ that lead to a more ―just order‖
[emphasis added]. But, while giving rise to a just order, this account fails to ―render
citizens more virtuous.‖ The virtuosity of citizens (rather than justice), he claims, is
necessary in order to produce the best possible outcome. And, the best possible outcomes
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are ensured through a ―best results account‖ legitimacy, where a ―political decision
procedure is morally legitimate just in case over the long haul it gives rise to results that
are morally superior to the results that any feasible alternative procedures would
produce.‖ As critics have countered, Arneson‘s distinction between the ―correctness‖
and ―best results‖ accounts are a bit cloudy (Griffin 2003). But, fundamentally, Arneson
advances a conceptualization that places a priority on the substantive outcome associated
with a policy or action rather than the procedures that guide the decision-making process.
In this way, Arneson has clearly departed from the, arguably more popular, deliberative
democracy account of legitimacy.
This should not imply, though, that practices such as deliberative democracy
might not serve a groups interest. As discussed in the previous chapter, for example,
managers of Kruger National Park came to realize that if the interests of biodiversity
were to be served after democratization, then black South Africans would need to be
involved in decision-making processes related to protected areas to the extent that they
would see the benefits of biodiversity conservation. Should blacks have remained
excluded from decision-making processes, they would have held little value in
conservation and, being the dominant political community, might have instituted policies
that were counter to biodiversity values.
Arneson‘s pragmatic conceptualization is, perhaps, in the minority as far as
theories of legitimacy are concerned, but he is not the only theorist to champion an
outcomes-oriented account of legitimacy. Suchman (1995) offers a delineation of
legitimacy that includes what he calls pragmatic legitimacy, whereby an action or policy
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is legitimate if it is in the ―self-interested calculations of an organization‘s most
immediate audiences.‖ Pragmatic legitimacy, he argues may not always be rooted in the
direct satisfaction of interests, but also the indirect or larger interests that a group may
have. With this phenomena, which he labels influence legitimacy, constituents support
an organization not necessarily because they provide for specific, favorable outcomes,
but because the authority is responsive to their overall goals or interests. For instance,
while some residents living near Kruger will have a direct, pragmatic interest in utilizing
resources (e.g., traditional healers who need access to medicinal plants), it is also true that
some may be less concerned about the direct utility of resource use than the broader
precedent of decision-making involvement that the issue might give rise to.

Constitutionality and the law as legitimacy
For better or worse, laws serve as an expression of values. In democratic
societies, the values expressed are ostensibly that of the citizenry, whereas in autocratic
societies, the values expressed may be that of the autocrat. Irrespective of the origin of
expressed values, a democratic society‘s legal framework – typically founded on a
constitution or charter – often serves as the basis from which a society is compelled to
act. In terms of legitimacy and law, a substantial amount of scholarship is devoted to the
legitimacy of specific laws or bodies of law. In fact, it may even be said that the
discipline of law itself is consigned to indirectly or directly analyzing the legitimacy of
specific laws, including how they are legitimately crafted, interpreted, and applied. The
exploration of the ―legitimacy of law,‖ though, is much different than the statement of
―legitimacy as law‖ (i.e., equating legitimacy with law).
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The validity of questioning or analyzing the legitimacy of law faces little
theoretical threat as an enterprise in and of itself. History has certainly demonstrated, for
instance, that as societal values, norms, and beliefs change over time, the social
framework that gave rise to a particular law morphs into a new framework that might or
might not call that law into question and potentially render that law illegitimate (consider,
e.g., the rise and fall of Apartheid). It is, perhaps, more difficult, though, to argue that
legitimacy may be validly equated with the establishment of a legal order. If for example
this argument were true, then the legitimacy of old orders – e.g., Apartheid in South
Africa – could or would never be called into question. Nevertheless, as Rawls and others
have demonstrated, it is possible to articulate qualified conceptualizations of legitimacy
as law.
In A Theory of Justice (1971), Rawls employs a variant of the social contract to
better understand how goods and services within a society can be more justly distributed.
As a consequence of his ―Justice as Fairness‖ theory, he arrives at two important
principles of justice,
1. the liberty principle – ―each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive
scheme of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar scheme of liberties for
others;‖ (1971, 60) and
2. the difference principle – ―social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so
that:
a. offices and positions must be open to everyone under conditions of fair
equality of opportunity, and
b. they are to be of the greatest benefit to the least-advantaged members of
society (1971, 303).
Rawls later argued that his theory was not to serve as a ―comprehensive conception of the
good‖ (2005, xliv) but that instead, it was compatible with a liberal conceptualization of
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justice. In Political Liberalism (2005), he further elaborated upon the concept of liberal
justice and offered a conceptualization of legitimacy vis-à-vis ―the liberal principle of
legitimacy‖:
Our exercise of political power is fully proper only when it is exercised in
accordance with a constitution the essentials of which all citizens as free
and equal may reasonably be expected to endorse in light of principles and
ideals acceptable to their common human reason (2005, 137).
For Rawls, then, the exercise of authority or power over society is legitimate if it
comports with a constitution – the foundational essence of a legal order – but only if that
constitution reflects the beliefs, values, and norms held by that society.
Rawls‘ conceptualization of legitimacy identifies consistency with a constitution
as a sufficient guarantor of legitimacy, but as Fallon (2005) argues, legitimacy may be
tantamount to the rule of law without substantive constitutionality being a necessary
condition. Citing Bush v. Gore19, Fallon (2005) describes how substantively-speaking,
an action may be conceived as illegitimate within a constitutional framework, but
because of the legitimacy conferred to the decision-making authority (in this case, the
United States Supreme Court) through a constitution, the legitimacy of the decision is
established. In other words, if the process through which an action or decision is
undertaken is consistent with a society‘s constitution, that alone may be sufficient –
rather than substantive consistency – to render the action legitimate. In no small part,
such occurrences may be a result of the substance of a constitution and legal order being
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Bush v. Gore (531 U.S. 98) was a 2000 United States Supreme Court decision which confirmed the
controversial (and perceived by some to be illegitimate) United States presidential election.
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more open to interpretation and sensitive to changing societal values than the procedural
prescriptions (Fallon 2005).
Abstractly, both Rawls and Fallon argue that constitutionality translates to
legitimacy. But, they also qualify their conceptualizations in important ways. First,
consistency with a legal order is a function of changing values, norms, and beliefs – a
legal order gives rise to legitimacy only to the extent that society can be expected to
―endorse‖ order (Rawls 1971, 137). Second, the substantive congruence between a legal
order and societal values, norms, and beliefs may be sufficient to guarantee the
legitimacy of that order, but it may not be necessary if an action is taken in such a way
that is consistent with the decision-making processes sanctioned by that order (Fallon
2005; see also Barnett 2003). In short, a legal order may serve as a defining, normative
principle of legitimacy, but as an expression of values, a legal order must not be
aggrandized at the cost of the underlying social framework that gave rise to it.

A synthetic framework for understanding and exploring legitimacy
Each account of legitimacy presented above is useful in its own right when
explaining certain dimensions of the legitimacy of Park-related actions that affect or
involve local residents. In terms of the broader, historic relationship between the Park
and local residents, the social and behavioral account of legitimacy offers an explanation
for how policies sanctioning forced removal and exclusion from the Park were
legitimated on the basis of predominant beliefs of the time. However, that account fails
to offer an understanding of how and why, based on underlying norms, beliefs pertaining

71

to the legitimacy of actions change over time. For instance, as a result of racial
discrimination, the involvement of local residents in decision-making processes during
the Apartheid era never occurred. Now, though, with the fall of Apartheid and South
Africa‘s interest in ―empowering‖ rural communities, involving local residents in
decision-making processes is deemed necessary for a variety of normative reasons. To
understand this transition, it‘s necessary to more thoroughly explore those normative
dimensions of legitimacy and the evaluative criteria that dimension offers.
As with the social and behavioral account, the normative account alone, though,
offers an insufficient framework for understanding legitimacy. Norms, for instance,
which are philosophically put forward as universal guarantors of legitimacy might be
readily refuted on the basis of contextual beliefs (e.g., deliberative democracy might be
very illegitimate in traditional South African societies). More fundamentally, it is
arguably true that norms purported to give rise to legitimacy (e.g., constitutionality or
pragmatic, outcome-oriented decision-making) matter little if societies do not believe
those norms to be right or appropriate.
Fundamentally, then, I argue that a synthetic conceptualization is needed to fully
appreciate the legitimacy of a particular action.

Suchman (1995), I believe, offers the

closest approximation to this synthesis by recognizing the importance of both beliefs and
norms, but he and others leave room for further development and synthesis. For instance,
while Suchman discusses the importance of moral, pragmatic, and rational norms, he
does not account for the role of laws and conventions in his framework (see, e.g., Rawls
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2005 and Fallon 2005), nor does he discuss how these norms manifest through either
procedural or substantive avenues (see, e.g., Barnard 2001).
While it is true that most of the elements for this synthesis have already been
introduced by other theorists (albeit disjointedly) there are dimensions of legitimacy that
have not been thoroughly discussed. Most significantly, I believe, there is little if any
discussion in the literature concerning how multiple legitimate actions may exist for a
group that are pursuant to a particular issue and how the existence of multiple legitimate
actions can facilitate the resolution of conflicts related to a particular issue.20 For
instance, it is feasible that there might be a number of policies for resource use that are
viewed as legitimate by most people living near Kruger. Likewise, a number of
legitimate policies might exist for the Park staff and Park visitors, as well. In this way
and for a particular issue, I argue that each interested group – based on contextual factors,
as well as specific procedural and substantive considerations – has an associated
―legitimacy space‖ that defines the bounds for what that group deems to be legitimate
actions pursuant to that issue. When those spaces overlap (envision a Venn diagram),
there is an opportunity for resolving an issue in a way that is viewed legitimate by all or
some of those parties involved.
In this section, I provide a synthetic framework that employs both social and
behavioral and normative perspectives on legitimacy. I begin by describing how
Suchman‘s (1995) definition provides a useful starting point for this synthesis. I then

20

The conflict resolution literature does discuss how groups or individuals craft ―viable alternatives‖ in
decision-making processes, but these alternatives are typically viewed from an interested-oriented
perspective and there is little theoretical treatment concerning the legitimacy of multiple alternatives (see,
e.g., McKinney and Harmon (2005)).
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provide a brief overview of normative criteria for assessing legitimacy that have been
offered by protected area scholars and others alike. Finally, based on the scholarship
presented in this chapter, I provide a synthetic framework for understanding and
exploring the legitimacy of protected area governance and management.

A synthetic definition of “legitimacy”
While often portrayed as competing theories of legitimacy (see, esp. Beetham
1994), I believe that it is not necessarily true that social-behavioral and normative
conceptualizations must be at odds with one another. I draw this conclusion by first
considering Suchman‘s (1995) oft-cited definition of legitimacy,
legitimacy is a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an
entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.
Suchman‘s conceptualization – and the contemporary belief-oriented conceptualization,
in general – does not preclude or discount the important role of norms or societal
prescriptions in the determination of legitimacy. On the contrary, the conceptualization
merely posits that ―norms, values, beliefs, and definitions‖ must be considered within the
context of a ―socially constructed system.‖ Nothing in Suchman‘s conceptualization
(within his definition or beyond) precludes normative prescriptions to ensure legitimacy
within a socially constructed system. In fact, Suchman, and other social and behavioral
scholars, identify a number of normative considerations that may engender legitimacy
(e.g., instrumentalism, conventionality or adherence with law, morality, etc.). Indeed,
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normative scholars have articulated similar prescriptions, although primarily within the
context of democratic societies.
The opportunity for a synthetic framework of legitimacy exists if we acknowledge
that different cultures and societies do not always share the same norms, values, beliefs,
and definitions. A culture, in fact, may be defined as a social group with a particular set
of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions. If we assume this to be true, then without
imposing alien norms upon a culture or society, a normative and universal
conceptualization of legitimacy cannot be said to exist. As such, Suchman‘s contextual
―socially constructed system‖ dimension of legitimacy must be accepted. Nevertheless,
within particular cultures or societies, there are likely to be definitive normative criteria
for legitimacy. In democratic societies, for instance, the ―one-person-one-vote‖
philosophy is a central normative tenet of legitimacy, just as is ―equality before the law‖.
In other socieities, though, such as the chieftanships of South Africa, this is not
necessarily be true.
As the concept of legitimacy receives increasing attention in protected area
scholarship, Suchman‘s conceptual definition of legitimacy is especially useful for at
least three reasons. First, Suchman‘s definition espouses that legitimacy varies across
socially constructed systems. Given that the socially constructed system within which
protected areas and surrounding areas are embedded might differ sharply from the system
to which most normative conceptualizations of legitimacy are attuned (i.e., democratic
systems), Suchman‘s definition does not preclude the emergence of dimensions of
legitimacy that are inconsistent with some occidental or democratic conceptualizations.
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Second, as an emerging area of interest, the normative dimensions of legitimacy, as
related to protected areas, have yet to be thoroughly explored. Suchman‘s definition
accommodates this exploration of legitimacy rather than limiting inquiry to deductive
testing of specific normative criteria. Certainly, the normative criteria offered by some
scholars (e.g., instrumentalism, morality, rationality, conventionality or adherence to the
law, etc.) serves as a valuable starting point, but within the relatively unexplored context
of protected areas it is reasonable to expect that other normative criteria will emerge.
This is not said with the intent to discredit deductive testing of normative criteria, but to
rather highlight that within an exploratory context, it might be just as valuable to capture
the landscape of legitimacy as to focus on a specific feature of that landscape. Finally, to
an extent, empirical studies of legitimacy, such as this one, must be grounded on a belieforiented conceptualization if legitimacy is to be measured in some way. By assuming
that, for instance, deliberative democracy is a universal guarantor of legitimacy, (1) there
is no point in measuring to see if that is, in fact, true (lest the assumption be violated) and
(2) even if the legitimacy of deliberative democracy could be measured, it would still
involve measuring beliefs about legitimacy. For these reasons and reasons discussed
throughout this chapter, I elected to adopt Suchman‘s definition of legitimacy for the
purposes of this study.

Normative criteria for legitimacy
Calls for an understanding of legitimacy have only recently begun to emerge in
protected area scholarship. Those studies that have offered conceptualizations of
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legitimacy in terms of protected area governance and management vary widely in their
normative offerings. McGuire and Sanyal (2006), in their study of watershed
management on National Forests, adopt Habermas‘ conceptual framework of legitimacy
and, consequently, align legitimacy with a process that closely resembles deliberative
democracy. Mascarenhas and Scarce (2004) adopted a more pragmatic or instrumental
approach in their research on forest planning in British Columbia by describing how
participants in the planning process felt that forest planning was legitimate if and only if
it successfully achieved its goals. Three criteria they found to most significantly
contribute to this success were ―representativeness, government mandate and influence,
and the consensus decision-making approach.‖ Johnston and Soulsby (2002) loosely
identify legitimacy with the nexus binding social and environmental justice in their study
of environmental policies in northern Scotland. Kull (2002) and Brechin and others
(2002) offer Weberian belief-oriented definitions of legitimacy, but stop short of offering
any normative criteria that might give rise to beliefs of legitimacy. While an important
contribution in its own right, the emerging research and scholarship pertaining to the
legitimacy of protected area governance and management has focused only on particular
dimensions of legitimacy rather than adopting a more holistic conceptualization.
The danger in adopting a conceptualization of legitimacy based on, for instance,
pragmatism alone, while failing to recognize or consider the importance of other
normative criteria, is that actions conceived to be instrumentally sound (and, hence,
legitimate) might, in fact, be viewed by society to be very illegitimate from a moral,
rational, or conventional standpoint. Theory and practice proceed, though, equating
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legitimacy with pragmatic outcomes without recognizing the potential illegitimacies from
other perspectives. For example, annexing private lands surrounding a protected area in
order to increase the size of that protected might meet certain pragmatic interests
associated with biodiversity protection, but such an action would likely be conceived as
illegitimate from a moral and legal perspective. Moreover, what might be considered
legitimate for one entity (e.g., those with an interest in biodiversity protection) could very
well be considered illegitimate to another entity (e.g., those whose land would be
annexed). A sound conceptualization of legitimacy, then, must consider a range of
normative criteria and allow for the emergence of contested criteria that might not be
initially considered.
The varying normative conceptualizations of legitimacy offer a wide array of
considerations for criteria of legitimacy, and theorists have synthesized these criteria
through a variety of delineations (see, e.g., Suchman 1995; Aldrich 1999; and Dobrev
2001). As I have discussed above, and based in part on these delineations, most
normative conceptualizations of legitimacy can be categorized as,
moral – whether or not an action is ―right‖ or ―just‖ (Buchanan 2002; Valadez
2000; Bohman 2003; Suchman 1995; Johnston and Soulsby 2002),
rational – whether or not an action is logically sound and it can be feasibly
achieved (Weatherford 1992; Weber 1920; Habermas 1996; Suchman
1995),
pragmatic – whether or not an action meets a specific interest (Arneson 2003;
Suchman 1995), or
conventional – whether or not an action comports with laws, policies, or other
formal or informal guidelines (Rawls 1993; Rohr 1986; Fallon
2005; Barnett 2003).
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Each of these criterions may then be further expressed through either procedural or
substantive terms.21 For instance, it may be the case that for a given action, it must not
only be substantively, morally legitimate, but the process, as well, must be morally
sound. So, too, may an action – beyond meeting the substantive interests of concerned
parties – also need to meet procedural goals or interests (e.g., inclusiveness,
representativeness, etc.).

A synthetic conceptual framework
Summarily stated, the synthetic and systemic conceptual framework that I
adopted for understanding the legitimacy of resource use in Kruger National Park can be
stated in terms of five components and represented, in part, in Figure 3-1.
Summary:
A synthetic framework for understanding and exploring legitimacy
Component 1 – Definition of legitimacy: Adopting Suchman‘s definition,
legitimacy may be defined as ―a generalized perception or assumption that the
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.‖ The object of
legitimacy is an action taken in response to a given societal issue or need (e.g. the
provision of access to resources). Institutions, governments, or organizations may
be the object of legitimacy, since their existence is an action in response to some
societal issue or need.
Component 2 – Contextual norms, values, beliefs, and definitions: The variety
of contextual norms, values, beliefs, and definitions (as articulated in Suchman‘s
definition of legitimacy) associated with different groups or individuals form the
basis of their varying conceptualizations of legitimacy and give rise to more
specific procedural and substantive considerations.

21

Barnard (2001, 27-30) offers a detailed account of the importance of distinguishing between substantive
and procedural legitimacy.
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Legitimacy Space
The set of actions that may
legitimately resolve an issue or
respond to a need for a
particular entity

Procedural considerations

Substantive considerations

Moral

Rational

Moral

Rational

Pragmatic

Conventional

Pragmatic

Conventional

(Other considerations)

(Other considerations)

Context
―norms, values, beliefs and
definitions‖ for a given issue
and particular entity

Previous
resolutions and
actions

Emerging demands

Figure 3-1: A synthetic and systemic conceptual framework for understanding and
exploring legitimacy
Component 3 – Procedural and substantive considerations: Assessments of
legitimacy may be understood in terms of both procedural and substantive
considerations related to a specific issue and action. These considerations may be
further delineated in terms of dimensions such as morality, pragmatism,
rationality, conventionality, or others.
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Component 4 – Legitimacy spaces: A legitimacy space is the set of all actions
that are legitimately responsive to a given issue for a particular group or
individual. For a given issue, there may be (1) no legitimate actions, (2) a single
legitimate action, or (3) multiple legitimate actions that define the legitimacy
space. Different social groups will likely have different legitimacy spaces.
Component 5 – Recursive dimensions of legitimacy: Previous actions and
resolutions, legitimate or not, frequently impact the context in a way that
influences assessments of legitimacy for subsequent issues. Moreover, the
legitimacy of actions or resolutions for a particular action, as well as emerging
demands, must be re-evaluated as contextual factors change.

The foundation of legitimacy, as suggested by the adopted definition, is the
norms, values, beliefs, and definitions for a given issue associated with the various
groups or individuals. In terms of this study, the historic relationship between Kruger
and surrounding residents is one contextual factor that has substantially shaped local
residents‘ beliefs concerning how and what benefits they should derive from the Park.
These contextual factors, in turn, define the procedural and substantive considerations by
which the legitimacy of actions responsive to a societal issue or need are evaluated (i.e.,
morality, rationality, pragmatism, conventionality, or other normative criteria). In terms
of Park staff, for instance, their underlying values have led them to subscribe to the
adaptive management process, which implies that if they are to view a resource use
policy as procedurally legitimate, it must follow the adaptive management process.
The suite of procedural and substantive considerations give rise to a ―legitimacy
space‖ for each group or individual within which legitimate actions that are responsive to
a societal issue or need can be crafted. If an individual, for example, believes that
procedurally speaking, only managers should make decisions concerning resource use
and that, substantively speaking, resource use is a morally inappropriate activity in a
81

Park, then that individual‘s legitimacy space might be very narrowly defined (e.g., it
could contain only one legitimate action – the prohibition of resource use). If, on the
other hand, one believes that, procedurally speaking, it‘s okay for either managers alone
to make decisions concerning resource use or that local residents can assist in that process
and, substantively speaking, resource use is an acceptable, but not necessary, activity,
then there are a variety of actions that individual would view as legitimate (thus, their
legitimacy space would be broader than that of the previous example).
It‘s important to note that legitimacy spaces may be empty, consist of a single
action, or many possible actions depending on the context and issue or need in question.
Moreover, this space could be defined in very different ways across or within social
groups. If all legitimacy spaces of interest intersect in some fashion, then the possibility
exists that the perception of legitimacy might be shared. However, as is perhaps the case
with many issues, not all legitimacy spaces for all groups (or within all groups, for that
matter) will intersect. Thus, either (1) some legitimacy spaces will have to be re-defined
(which may entail compromises or trade-offs) or (2) some legitimacy spaces will have to
be marginalized.
Once a legitimate course of action is taken, there are recursive considerations.
First, societal change implies that the contextual framework (i.e., the underlying norms,
values, beliefs, and definitions) will change, as well. Consequently, the legitimacy of a
particular action must be re-evaluated. Second, and conversely, as Johnson and others
(2006) assert, the perception or assumption of legitimacy associated with an action for a
particular social issue or need may create, maintain, or change the contextual framework

82

in that setting or in another setting. If, for instance, creating community nurseries in
response to the demand for medicinal plants in protected areas in Malawi is perceived as
legitimate, it might be the case that protected area management organizations in South
Africa will perceive that action as legitimate and institute a similar action in South
African protected areas. Moreover, if the creation of a community nursery was achieved
through ―community involvement‖ practices, and those practices were perceived as
legitimate, then the same type of involvement might be employed for different issues or
needs. In this way, the actions of an entity can be strategic in so far that if an entity
wishes to advance a particular action for a complex issue, it may be advantageous to first
implement that action within a setting where the action will be readily legitimated. Once
legitimated, a more convincing case can be made for applying a similar action to a more
complex setting. Community conservation is an excellent example of this phenomenon;
advocates for community involvement or those who are at least interested in its
implementation have recognized that its large-scale systemic legitimacy is, to an extent,
dependent on illustrating its legitimacy on smaller project-by-project scales.
The framework that I have outlined above is by no means the only possible
manner in which legitimacy may be understood or explored. Instead, this framework
represents my synthetic understanding of legitimacy based on the myriad theories and
conceptualizations that preceded this study. Rather than a hypothesis per se, this
framework offers one way of organizing my thoughts on the legitimacy of protected area
governance and management and defining the bounds of this study. As will be evident in
the next chapter and throughout the remainder of this dissertation, this framework – to a

83

certain extent – guided the questions I asked when interviewing and surveying Park staff,
local residents, and Park visitors. ―Context‖ and ―procedural and substantive
considerations‖ were important features of both the interviews and surveys that I will
discuss in more depth in the next chapter. However, there were elements of the
framework that I allowed to emerge rather than deductively test. For instance, I did not
ask those that I surveyed or interviewed to address dimensions such as ―morality,‖
―rationality,‖ ―pragmatism,‖ or ―conventionality.‖ Instead, recognizing the exploratory
nature of this study, I elected to allow those elements – or any others – to emerge from
the data. As it turns out, though, the dimensions listed above did figure strongly in the
various conceptualizations of legitimacy. In Chapter 11, after presenting and discussing
the results of this study, I return to this framework to discuss how this study might offer
an original contribution to the broader understanding of legitimacy vis-à-vis this
framework.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I have attempted to lay a conceptual foundation for understanding
legitimacy. As discussed, legitimacy has been conceived in a number of different ways
ranging from the abstract, belief-oriented conceptualization of social and behavioral
theorists to the prescriptive, normative conceptualizations of other scholars. There is no
reason to conclude, though, that these conceptualizations must necessarily be at odds with
one another. With the synthetic framework that I have presented, I believe it is possible
to appreciate both the cognitive and normative dimensions of legitimacy at no cost to
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either. Having offered a conceptual framework, in the next chapter – ―Research Design‖
– I present my specific research questions, the operationalization of my conceptual
framework in terms of resource use within Kruger National Park, and the testing logic by
which the ―legitimacy‖ of this research can be evaluated.

85

CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH DESIGN

Introduction
As discussed in the previous chapters, there are multiple approaches to
understanding complex concepts such as legitimacy and its relationship to protected area
governance and management. A distinguishing feature of this approach was that it was
designed to be a scientific study. According to Patterson and Williams (2001, 6),
―science is:
1. a rigorous and systematic set of empirical activities for constructing, representing
and analyzing knowledge about phenomena being studied (Brunner 1982; Nespor
and Barylske, 1991) that is guided by
2. a set of normative commitments shared by a community of scholars.‖
Consequently, the description of a scientific study consists of an articulation of
―normative commitments‖ along with a ―testing logic‖ that describes the rigorous,
systematic, and empirical activities and ―explains the manner in which data function as a
test of ideas‖ (Shrader-Frechette and McCoy 1994).
To illustrate the scientific design of this research, this chapter is divided into four
parts. In the first part, I discuss the critical theory research tradition, which formed the
basis of the normative research commitments I adopted for this research. As I will
discuss, attentiveness to these commitments provided a framework that allowed me to
sharpen my research questions and identify the types of data that would be responsive to
those questions. In the second part, I present the data collection instruments, sampling
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frameworks, a brief description of the samples, and analytic methods. Next, by
articulating the testing logic I adopted, I discuss how the data served as a test of those
ideas rooted in the normative commitments and research questions. In the fourth and
final part, I offer an overview of the primary limitations to this research. The research
design discussed in this chapter, while complex, provides the fundamental basis upon
which the contributions of this study may be evaluated.
Figure 4-1 provides an overview of the research design. I began this research by
identifying important areas of protected area governance and management that both the
literature and managers in Kruger identified as needing further study. Having identified
the concept of legitimacy and the issue of resource use as two such domains, explored
and synthesized the literature relating to Kruger National Park and legitimacy. In mnay
respects, this review and synthesis was grounded in the principles of Critical Theory.
This discussion can be found in Chapters 2 & 3. The remainder of the dissertation is
focused on the questions I asked, my analysis of those questions, and how I went about
doing so. As I will discuss in this Chapter, I‘ve adopted a Grounded Theory approach to
analyzing and asking the interview questions and a multivariate statistical approach to
designing and analyzing the visitor survey.

Critical theory as a research tradition
Whether implicitly or explicitly, researchers adopt a number of normative
commitments that shape every aspect of their research from fundamental beliefs
concerning the nature of reality and what constitutes knowledge to methods and modes of
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analyzing and interpreting data.22 As protected area scholarship increasingly embraces a
―critical pluralistic‖ worldview, whereby multiple approaches (embracing very diverse
normative commitments) may be legitimately employed when studying protected areas,
the explicit articulation of these normative commitments becomes increasingly important
if the logical utility of different approaches are to be evaluated against one another
(Patterson and Williams 1998; Hunt 1991, 41). For instance, as discussed in Chapter 3,
the study of legitimacy reflects at least two broad approaches – the ―social and
behavioral‖ and ―normative‖ approaches – that are based on very different assumptions
concerning how legitimacy may be understood and measured. Whereas the social and
behavioral approach is empirically grounded, the normative approach is more firmly
rooted in philosophy.
Because I have adopted a synthetic conceptualization of legitimacy, neither of the
two broad approaches alone sufficiently capture the underlying norms that shaped the
research design for this study. Instead, because of the synthetic nature of my
conceptualization (that draws from both empirical and normative approaches), I adopt
somewhat of a synthetic approach to research, as well, that may be loosely characterized
as a ―critical theory‖ approach to understanding legitimacy. As a research tradition,
critical theory is fundamentally concerned with distortions or inconsistencies between
what is intersubjectively desired based on the norms, values, and beliefs of a society and
the empirically existent reality (Murray and Ozanne 1991). A critical theory approach to
understanding legitimacy, then – consistent with my conceptualization and research
22

See Patterson and Williams (1998 and 2005) who, based in part on the work of Laudan, discuss the
―macrostructure of science‖ and the importance of articulating normative commitments associated with that
structure‘s elements

88

Analyzing
the questions

Open Coding

Multivariate statistical
analysis

Literature review of the
Kruger context

Scoping interviews with
Kruger managers

Visitor survey

Synthesis of the legitimacy
literature (i.e., normative and
social/behavioral
conceptualizations

Chs.
2&3
conceptual
framework

Protected areas literature
review

Figure 4-1: Research trajectory
questions – seeks to (a) understand how different societal groups construct views of
legitimacy based on their norms, values, and beliefs and (b) identify ways in which those
perceptions of legitimacy might be reconciled against the material reality of a given issue
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(in this case, resource use). In this section, I briefly discuss critical theory as a research
tradition, as well as the utility of a mixed-method and case-study approach

Critical theory and legitimacy
Perhaps more so than any other research tradition, ―critical theory‖ embraces the
concept of legitimacy, as I have defined it. The centrality of legitimacy to critical theory
is apparent when considering its overarching purpose – to help people envision a better
society and emancipate human freedom and potential (Roderick 1986, 20-23). As a
school of thought, critical theory originated with the reinterpretations of Marx by scholars
such as Georg Lukacs, Karl Korsch, Antonio Gramsci, and Karl Mannheim, but began to
coalesce into a definable paradigm with the 1923 founding of the Institute of Social
Research in Frankfurt, Germany. Scholars associated with this Institute, who came to be
collectively known as the Frankfurt School, sought to salvage the normative philosophy
of Marx while calling into question the empiricist, and perhaps deterministic, foundations
of his theory of historical materialism (Wiggershaus 1994). The Frankfurt School ended
its 50-year history in 1973 with the death of its founders Max Horkheimer and Theodor
Adorno. Nevertheless, students of the scholars who comprised the Frankfurt School –
including Habermas, who wrote extensively on the subject of legitimacy – carried on the
tradition of critical theory, albeit from a variety of slightly different perspectives.
While critical theory manifests in a number of forms (e.g., Feminism, Social
Ecology, Queer Theory, etc.), there are certain dimensions of the approach that are
common to nearly all. First, critical theorists call into question extreme positivist and
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interpretivists accounts (Habermas 1988, 549; McCluskie 2003; Murray and Ozanne
1991). Because it precludes the material structure of reality, the subjective ontology of
interpretivists denies the possibility that a constructed social reality exists and may
influence individuals (Dews 1999) Conversely, positivists who believe in the existence
of an objective reality ignore historical and contextual factors that shape our world
(Habermas 1988b, 549). Critical theorists, then, hold that reality is socially constructed,
but once constructed, it acts upon society (Murray and Ozanne 1991).
In terms of legitimacy, the question then becomes to what extent is that social
construction and the interests that have given rise to it legitimate across a set of actors
(Habermas 1975, 73-75)? And, more importantly, if the existent reality is illegitimate,
how may legitimacy be established (Habermas 1975, 73-75; Habermas 1971, 313)? 23
These thematic questions are closely aligned with the research questions for this study
identified in Chapter 2, and as illustrated in the sub-questions below, attentiveness to
broad themes of critical theory facilitate a refinement and sharpening of the questions:
Research question #1: What are the resources in demand among residents
living near the western boundary of Kruger National Park?
Sub-question: How have the historical and current relationships
between the Park and local residents shaped the nature of requests for
resources or benefits, in general?
Research question #2: How do different groups – i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and visitors – conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use?

23

Many critical theorists argue that this legitimation corresponds to the ―emancipation‖ of the actor
experiencing the inconsistent reality (Marcuse 1964, x; McCarthy 1978, 126; Fuhrman 1979)
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Sub-question: Is the manifest reality of resource use in Kruger
consistent with different groups‘ beliefs concerning the legitimacy of
resource use?
Research question #3: Are there possible strategies for resolving
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of legitimacy?
Sub-question: Notwithstanding differing perceptions of legitimacy
concerning resource use between groups, within social groups, are
there ways to resolve inconsistencies between the current resource use
policy in Kruger and what are perceived to be legitimate, desired
policies among that group?

A case-study and mixed-method approach to research
Relative to other research traditions, research organized (at least in part) around a
critical theory approach is typically pragmatic and contextually- or issue-driven. That is,
rather than broad or abstract research explicitly designed to be generalizable across a
broad array of circumstances, critical theorists typically orient their research around a
specific ―questionable or unclear situation‖ (Roderick 1986, 58) or ―concrete practical
problem‖ (Murry and Ozanne 1991) where there is an opportunity to connect theory and
practice.
The pragmatic nature of critical theory by no means precludes the applicability of
lessons learned within a specific context to other contexts – it is rather the case that the
goals of critical theory are immediately oriented to a particular issue within a particular
setting (Gerring 2004, Morrow 1994). For instance, while a critical theory approach to
understanding legitimacy might very well inform a broader philosophy of legitimacy, it
does so through a contextual lens. This case study approach is particularly well-suited
for establishing a direct link between social science and decision-making – a task which
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broad-scale and experimental approaches are often ill-suited for, due to their failure to
consider contextual variables (Gerring 2004).
Two important considerations illuminate the logic of the case study approach.
First, unlike classical-experimental methods that involve manipulation, control, and
replicated observations, the case-study approach is ―quasi-experimental‖ in that,
1. in addition to the exploration and description of a particular variable of interest
(e.g., legitimacy), there is an effort to explore that variable in order to specify
cause-and-effect relationships, but
2. ―the control of these variables is difficult, if not impossible.‖ (Shrader-Frechette
and McCoy 1994).
Second, because of the complexity associated with case studies and the inability to
control specific variables, it is often the case that the researcher does not know what the
relevant variables are or whether the findings may apply in other contexts (Gerring 2004;
Shrader-Frechette and McCoy 1994). Hypotheses, then, concerning causal relationships
must be ―working‖ hypotheses and, according to Yin (1984, 16 ff; cited in ShraderFrechette and McCoy 1994)), the case-study analyst has two primary objectives: (1) ―to
pose and to assess competing explanations for the same phenomenon or set of events‖
and (2) ―to discover whether (and if so, how) such explanations might apply to other
situations.‖
In terms of this study, these considerations feature strongly in the research design.
For instance, not knowing what factors would contribute to perceptions concerning the
legitimacy of resource use in Kruger, I posed a synthetic framework that incorporated a
broad array of contributing factors, while also recognizing that additional factors might
materialize throughout the course of the study. Moreover, no assumptions were made
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regarding the generalizability of how legitimacy is constructed across different groups.
In other words, I did not assume that because a particular group viewed the legitimacy of
resource use in a particular way that a similar group in another contextual setting will
hold similar views, nor will a group‘s construction of legitimacy be the same across
issues (e.g., a contributing factor might figure strongly in some issues and weakly in
others). In short, the case-study approach I employed for this study – consistent with my
broader normative research commitments – was designed to provide intensive insight into
a particular issue for a specific context and to contribute to a broader conceptual
discussion concerning legitimacy through that insight.

A mixed method approach
Patterson and Williams (2005) argue that, rather than representing a troubling
inconsistency, the multitude and diversity of approaches associated with a particular
research domain (e.g., the study of legitimacy) can offer insight into a phenomenon from
a variety of perspectives. Conceptually speaking, and consistent with the critical theory
research tradition, I have adopted a similar philosophy for this study. For the purposes of
this study, I employed both qualitative (i.e., interviews with Park staff, local residents,
and Park visitors) and quantitative (i.e., a visitor survey) approaches. Whereas some
have historically regarded quantitative and qualitative approaches as inherently
conflicting or qualitative approaches as inferior, social scientists have increasingly argued
that the schism is a false one and that each approach offers a perspective that the other
cannot (see, e.g., Corner 1991; Bryman 2006; Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2005; Brannen
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2005; Sale, Lohfeld, and Brazil 2002). For reasons discussed in the next section, a
mixed-method approach offered more complete research design.
Despite the benefits associated with mixed-method approaches, there are also
potential pitfalls. More than twenty years ago, Mitchell (1986) identified possible
problems such as confused units of analysis, the need for more time and money to
perform different analyses, the need for proficiency in multiple methodological
approaches, and challenges associated with comparing results from different data sources.
In addition to these pragmatic challenges, there are also logical quandaries associated
with mixed-method approaches – in particular, whether the adopted worldview or
paradigmatic commitments preclude the use of mixed methods (e.g., a purely rationalistpositivist approach might not logically embrace idiographic qualitative data).
Critical theorists, though, eschewing pure positivism and interpretivism, maintain
that the combination of quantitative and qualitative methods is consistent with critical
theory‘s ontological commitments that identify reality as the interplay between objective
social structures (positivism) and the subjective individual (interpretivism) (Morrow
1964, 207). Responding to critics who argue that quantitative methods do not comport
with critical theory‘s normative commitments, Braybrooke (1987, 60) argues that
Simply put, nothing about qualitative research, regardless of the form it
takes, necessarily precludes the use of quantitative representations or
nonquantitative formal methods … Moreover, the activities of research
design, data collection, and analysis in quantitative social research
necessarily are based on the interplay of constructed meanings.

Habermas (1988, 73) goes even further by directing that,
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―While the natural sciences and the humanities are able to live side by
side, in mutual indifference if not in mutual admiration, the social sciences
must resolve the tension between the two approaches and bring them
under one roof. Here the research practice itself forces us to reflect on the
relationship between analytic and hermeneutic procedures‖

Data: instruments, collection, and analysis
The approach outlined above, including in particular as it relates to a mixedmethod and case study approach, was adopted to provide in-depth insight into the
legitimacy of resource use in Kruger National Park from a variety of perspectives.
While, indeed, I believe this approach permits a more holistic and complete account of
the issue, it is also true that the data – including its collection and analysis – is necessarily
complex. In this section, I describe the types of data that were collected, how they were
collected, general descriptions of the samples, and the methods of data analysis I
employed.
In order to respond to the fundamental research questions, two forms of data were
collected and analyzed – (1) digitally recorded and transcribed semi-structured interviews
conducted with the staff of Kruger National Park, residents living along the western
boundary of the Park, and Park visitors and (2) surveys distributed to Park visitors. The
fieldwork for this research began in the summer of 2005 when I traveled to South Africa
in order to, among other things, speak with staff members at Kruger National Park to
identify the most important Park-related issues that social science research could
contribute to. A number of issues were discussed including land claims in the Park,
damage-causing animals, elephant culling, and resource use. In terms of resource use,
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many staff at the Park discussed their frustrations with serving the interests of ―many
masters‖ – the mandate to protect biodiversity, the demands of visitors, and the
increasingly vocalized demands of local residents. How, some staff asked, could a
resource use policy for Kruger be developed that is simultaneously viewed as appropriate
among such different social groups?
After returning to Missoula and reviewing the nearly twenty interviews I
conducted with the staff, I began to develop the conceptual framework and research
questions laid out in Chapters 2 and 3 and – pursuant to the framework, research
questions and normative commitments I adopted for this research – I crafted an interview
guide that I would utilize in semi-structured interviews with the three social groups that
the staff of Kruger identified as being fundamentally important in terms of the resource
use issue: local residents (including private game reserve owners adjoining the park),
Park visitors, and the Park staff themselves. I conducted the semi-structured interviews
during June-August, 2006 – a little more than a year after first meeting with the Park
staff.
Because of the extraordinary diversity of visitors to Kruger National Park, I
concluded that semi-structured interviewing would insufficiently capture the diversity of
views that visitors held regarding resource use and the Park, in general (to a larger
degree, anyway, compared to Park staff and local residents). Consequently, based in
large part on the qualitative data I obtained during June-August 2006, I developed a
visitor questionnaire aimed at identifying their broad values and beliefs concerning
Kruger National Park, as well as their specific beliefs concerning resource use among
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local residents. Consistent with my conceptual framework discussed in Chapters 2 and 3,
this information facilitated an analysis whereby I explored the relationships between
fundamental beliefs held by visitors concerning the Park and the specific, normative
beliefs regarding the procedural and substantive dimensions of resource use in the Park.
All questionnaires were distributed and collected from November 2006-January 2007.
Phase 1
May 2005

Scoping interviews with Park staff

Phase 2
June 2005-May 2006

Theoretical preparation, developing
research questions and interview guides

Phase 3
June-August 2006

Conducting semi-structured interviews

Phase 4
September-October 2006

Initial analysis of interviews and
questionnaire development

Phase 5
Administration of questionnaire
November 2006-January 2007
Phase 6
February 2007 – May 2007

Analysis of interview and survey data

Interview data
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with Park staff, local residents, and
Park visitors in an effort to respond to all three fundamental research questions. The
qualitative data gathered through semi-structured interviews proved to be a particularly
useful source of data responsive to these questions for at least three reasons. First,
relatively little is known concerning resource use in Kruger, including desired levels of
use and perceptions regarding resource use among staff, local residents, and visitors. As
such, in addition to being descriptive and explanatory in nature, this study is
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fundamentally exploratory. Babbie (2003, 245) argues that when conducting research in
an area that is unfamiliar to the researcher, or that is not well-documented through other
research, open-ended or semi-structured interviews are typically a necessary and central
source of data. Through the use of semi-structured interviews, ideas, themes, and
tangential (but relevant) thoughts are allowed to emerge that might not have manifested
through an ex ante, closed-ended questionnaire. Second, the very nature of the meaningbased research questions implies the need for nuanced and idiographic responses. As
Strauss and Corbin (1998, 11) argue, qualitative data – such as that collected through
semi-structured interviews – is the type of data best suited for revealing the ―meaning or
nature of experience and action.‖ Third, the hermeneutic understanding that Habermas
calls for (1988, 173), which is most readily revealed through qualitative data, is necessary
in order to insure the ontological consistency with the normative commitments I have
adopted for the purposes of this study.
Because Park staff, local residents, and visitors play such different roles in
the issue of resource use in Kruger, interview questions were necessarily phrased
or delivered in different ways. In fact, three different interview guides were
utilized, one for each group. The questions posed in these three interview guides
were the result of a synthetic operationalization rooted in the ideas and
conceptualizations discussed in the first two chapters and directly derived from
the three fundamental research questions (see Table 4-1).
Interview guide for Park staff
1. Could you describe your involvement with the issue of resource use in the Park?
[If you have never been involved with the issue, that‘s o.k. – I‘d still like to hear
99

your thoughts].
2. Have you been involved in any decision-making processes related to resource
use? In what way?
3. What is your understanding of the current policy for local-resident resource use in
the Park?
4. Are there appropriate types and levels of resource use by local residents? Why?
5. As I understand, a policy for resource use is being drafted to accompany the
management plan. What do you think are the most likely policy outcomes related
to resource use?
6. From the perspective of the position you hold at Kruger, what do you think is the
most appropriate policy for resource use? Why?

Table 4- 1: Links between concepts, research questions, interview questions, and survey
questions
Concept
Resource use and
context

Research Question

Interview Question

Research Question 1:
What are the resources
in demand among
residents living near the
western boundary of
Kruger National Park?

PS*: 3

Procedural and
substantive
considerations
(including the various
dimensions of each)

Research Question 2:
How do different groups
– i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and
visitors – conceptualize
the legitimacy of
resource use?

PS: 4-9

Inconsistencies between
the manifest reality and
what is desired

Research Question 3:
How are competing or
conflicting perceptions
of the legitimacy of
resource use resolved?

PS: 10

Legitimacy spaces

Survey Question
None

LR: 4, 5

PV: 7-11

LR: 1-3, 6- 9
PV: 1, 3, 4, 5
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PV: 11

* PS = Park staff; LR = Local residents; PV=Park visitors

7. What values or beliefs – either personal or derived from SANParks – contribute to
that judgment?
8. What do you think is the most appropriate way to develop a policy for resource
use in the Park? What are the factors that would make such a policy appropriate?
9. When you think about management actions or policies in general, what do you
think are the most important factors that make a decision or appropriate?
10. If we assume that different groups will perceive the appropriateness of a given
resource use policy differently, what do you think is the best way to resolve those
differences?
11. Can you recommend anyone else I might want to speak with?

Interview guide for local residents
1. Is the Kruger important to you? Why or why not?
2. Could you tell me a little about the historical relationship you and your
community have had with the Park? What about the current relationship?
3. Do you think the use of resources in Kruger among local residents is appropriate?
Why or why not?
4. What type of resources would you want to utilize or collect from inside the Park?
5. Why would it be important to you to utilize or collect those resources?
6. Have you been involved in processes where these demands or desires were
expressed to Park managers? If you‘ve been involved in such processes, what
were your impressions of that process? Was it appropriate or inappropriate?
7. What is your understanding of the current policy for resource use in the Park?
8. Are you satisfied with the current resource use policy? Why?
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9. If you could change the policy, how would you do it?

Interview guide for Park visitors
1. Would you say that Kruger National Park is important to you? Why?
2. What do you think of when you hear the phrase ―resource use‖ or the word
―subsistence‖ as related to Kruger National Park? (If the respondent says ―I do
not know,‖ I will provide a brief explanation of the term)
3. Do you think resource use among local residents should be allowed in Kruger
National Park? Why?
4. If you think resource use should be allowed at some level, what do you think
would be the most appropriate way to manage it?
5. Do you think resource use would affect your experience in the Park? How?

A couple of observations concerning the way in which the questions were
operationalized are worth noting. First, it‘s readily apparent that the word ―legitimacy‖ is
never used in any of the questions. Instead, I operationalized legitimacy in terms of the
conceptual definition I adopted:
Legitimacy is ―a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of
an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.‖ (Suchman
1995)
Operationalizing ―legitimacy,‖ as conceptualized here, gives rise to questions of
desirability, properness, or appropriateness of resource use within Kruger within a social
group‘s particular context (including its attendant norms, values, beliefs, and definitions).
The framework I adopted, then, served as a guide for constructing the interview questions
in so far that ―legitimacy‖ – as an abstraction – was clarified or refined for the respondent
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in terms of ―appropriateness,‖ which is, arguably, a less abstract concept. Of course,
―appropriateness‖ is not tantamount to ―legitimacy,‖ the definition suggests that
appropriateness coupled with a ―socially constructed system‖ is equivalent to legitimacy.
As a result, in all three interview guides, I pose questions concerning the social group‘s
underlying values and beliefs concerning Kruger National Park in an effort to understand
how those contextual considerations influence perceptions of legitimacy.
Second, the synthetic framework discussed in the latter part Chapter 3 and
illustrated in Figure 3-1 (p. 80) served as a guiding framework for this study. As such,
rather than deductively test the specific elements of this framework through the
interviews (e.g., asking whether or not ―morality‖ was the most important contributing
factor to a respondent‘s perception of the legitimacy of resource use), I chose to ask
questions in such a way that the elements of legitimacy would emerge from the data and
enrich the framework. As with the choice of collecting qualitative data more generally,
the exploratory nature of this research, as well as my assumption that legitimacy is a
contextually-driven concept, requires that meaning be allowed to emerge rather than
superimposed ex ante. The questions presented in the interview guides, then, were
crafted in such a way that respondents would be in a position to elaborate on the concept
of legitimacy – in particular the broadly defined dimensions that I discuss in Chapters 2
and 3 – but would not be pigeon-holed into discussing a limited set of dimensions.
Nevertheless, as will be discussed later in terms of the survey data, the qualitative data
collected through the interviews facilitated the development of a questionnaire that
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provided for a deductive test of certain specific, emergent elements Park visitors‘
conceptualizations of legitimacy.

Sampling
In the third phase of this study, three diverse populations were sampled for the
purpose of gathering qualitative data – Park managers, local residents, and Park visitors.
Being directly involved with the issue of resource use, the motivation for collecting data
from Park managers and local residents is self-evident at this point – local residents have
an interest in utilizing resources in the Park, and Park managers will ultimately act in
response to that interest. The importance of visitor‘s views concerning resource use is,
perhaps, less obvious. As discussed in the Kruger Management Plan, though, visitors are
an exceedingly important constituency – the views of whom Park managers must
consider in all issues and decisions concerning the Park. Park visitors are so important to
the management of the Park that visitor-related activities – under the auspices of tourism
– constitute one of three ―pillars‖ upon which the management of Kruger stands (the
other two being ―biodiversity conservation‖ and ―constituency building‖) (Kruger
National Park 2006).
1.

Sampling Park staff and local residents – snowball sampling
The sampling of Park managers and local residents was performed vis-à-vis a

―snowball sampling‖ design. Snowball sampling is the location of one or more key
informants who will, in turn, provide the researcher with the names of other likely
informants that can provide a diversity of views rather than a necessarily representative
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set of views (Bernard 2002, 185-186). As illustrated in the classic research of Richardson
(1988), Kadushin (1968), and Ostrander (1980), snowball sampling is particularly
appropriate for populations where
not all members are suitable informants or have the background to provide
meaningful data,
where members know many other members of the population, as well as which
members will be able to provide a meaningful diversity of views,
members are difficult to locate in the absence of assistance from another member
of that population. (Bernard 2002)

The Park staff and, to a greater extent, local resident populations fit this criteria
well. While a substantial and diverse portion of the Park staff were well-equipped to
discuss resource use (and sampled, as a result), discussions with a few, initial key
informants allowed me to gather the contact information for a number of other valuable
informants who could provide a wide range of perspectives. For instance, discussions
with senior managers facilitated the identification of a subset of in-the-field game rangers
who had extensive experience with resource use and were able to provide very
meaningful and diverse insights. In terms of local residents, discussions with Kruger‘s
Community Facilitator, as well as my participation in three Kruger Community Forum
meetings outside the Park24, gave rise to a list of initial community members – all along
the western boundary – whom I attempted to interview. Those that I interviewed during
this initial round were able to then provide me with contact information for a wide variety
of other local residents who I then attempted to interview.
24

The Community Forums were established in 2005 to serve as a venue for stakeholder and local resident
participation in decision-making processes.
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Sampling Park visitors – systematic random sampling

2.

Unlike as was the case with Park staff and local residents, the Park visitor
population did not fit the snowball sampling criteria described above. Park visitors are
transient, they rarely know one another outside of a group they might be with, and there
is no reason to assume that one visitor‘s perceptions of resource use are any more
valuable than another‘s. With such large, diverse populations where members do not
know one another, random sampling is more appropriate.
For the purposes of collecting interview data from Park visitors, I employed a
―multi-stage cluster sampling design.‖ As described by Babbie (2003, 208), multistage
cluster sampling is ―the process by which natural groups (clusters) are sampled initially,
with the members of each selected group being subsampled afterwards.‖

The multistage

design for this study began with the selection of four different ―rest camps‖ within the
Park where I would sample visitors.25 In total there are 13 major rest camps throughout
the Park, and the four selected – Lower Sabie, Skukuza, Letaba, & Punda Maria – were
selected on the basis of their geographic diversity and the perceived differences among
staff in the type of visitors that frequent those camps. For instance, Skukuza is a large
camp in the south presumably visited by a very wide range of visitors, whereas Punda
Maria in the far north is a much smaller camp where staff felt that visitors were more
specialized (e.g., multiple-day campers, bird watchers, photographers, etc.). Rest camps
were chosen as the intercept point – in opposition to entry gates – because I felt that

25

Because the sampling design involved the random selection of
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rushed visitors at the gates would be less receptive to participating in an interview than
relatively relaxed visitors lounging in the rest camps.
After deciding on the four camps to sample, each camp was assigned a randomly
selected day (between June 14th and August 15th, 2006) and time (either 10 am or 2 pm)
to be sampled. Skukuza was sampled on June 16th at 10 am; Punda Maria on June 27th at
2 pm; Letaba on July 5th at 2 pm; and Lower Sabie on August 2nd at 10 am. Once at the
camp, I stationed myself at the most centrally-active location in the camp (which, in all
cases, was the Park shop), and – employing a ―systematic random sampling‖ design26 –
asked every third exiting visitor if they would be interested in participating in the
interview.27

A brief description of the samples
A total of 111 interviews with Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors were
conducted during the sampling period, resulting in more than 1,200 pages of transcribed
data. Of interviews, 28 (25.25%) were with Park staff, 44 (39.63%) were with local
residents, and 39 (35.13%) were with Park visitors. I was able to interview all Park staff
that were selected through the sampling procedure, all but one local resident selected, and
4 visitors whom I sampled to interview elected to not participate. Park staff from four
main groups were interviewed – the Scientific Services department (39.28% of the

26

Systematic random sampling is a type of probability sampling in which every kth unit in a list is selected
for inclusion in the sample (Babbie 2003, 203)
27
The interval at which members of a sample are systematically selected (in this case three) is typically
based on a ―sampling interval,‖ which is the population size divided by the sample size. However, because
of the lack of data concerning the population (i.e., the total number of visitors leaving a particular park shop
for a particular day), a reasonable interval of three was selected.
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interviewees), the People and Conservation department (14.28%), the Conservation
Services department (14.28%), Park rangers (28.57%), and other staff (3.57%). Most of
the staff interviewed (57.14%) were stationed at the Park headquarters in Skukuza, while
the remaining interviewees were stationed at various other locations throughout the Park.
Of the 44 local residents interviewed, 14 (31.82%) were from the northern half of
the western boundary region, while 30 (68.18%) lived in the southern region along the
western boundary of the Park. Almost all local residents that were interviewed were
black South Africans (89%), the only exception being 4 white game reserve owners and 1
white non-governmental organization (NGO) director. Community leaders – including
chiefs and ndunas (a local leader within a larger chieftanship) – constituted 15.91% (n=7)
of the local residents interviewed; 11.36% (n=5) of the sample were sangomas (i.e.,
traditional healers); 9.1% (n=4) were rangers, owners, or chief wardens at game reserves
adjacent to Kruger; 22.72% (n=10) interviewed were employed in various occupations,
including school teachers, tour guides, and NGO personnel; and 40.91% (n=18) were
unemployed. A translator provided assistance in interviews with 2 of the community
leaders, 3 of the sangomas, and 13 of the unemployed residents (40.91% of the local
resident interviews).
I attempted to interview 43 visitors during the sampling period, however 4 chose
to not participate on account of language barriers, thus providing me with 39 completed
visitor interviews (90.70% response rate). Of the completed visitor interviews, 32
(82.05%) of the interviewees were South African, and 7 (17.95%) were international
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visitors from United States (n=2), Germany (n=2), France, Australia, and the
Netherlands.

Analysis – a grounded theory approach
One of the most powerful and frequently employed means of analyzing interviews
is through ―grounded-theory.‖ The grounded-theory approach, first articulated by Glaser
and Strauss in the late 1960s, is a set of techniques for (1) identifying ―categories‖ and
―properties‖ that emerge from the texts (most typically interview transcripts), (2)
recognizing relationships between and among categories and properties and (3)
formulating those relationships into theories (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Russell 2002).
Grounded-theory differs from other methods of text analysis, such as content analysis, in
that it allows hypotheses and theories to emerge rather than testing the data against a
priori hypotheses or theories. The use of grounded-theory is especially valuable in
studying issues that have not been previously studied, as was the case with this research.
Using strictly deductive methods of analysis for emerging areas of research, for instance,
constrains theory, and, often, the a priori hypotheses or theories are speculative at best
(Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1998). This is not to say that with
grounded theory research questions and propositions are not postulated beforehand. In
fact, the research questions, framework, and principles of critical theory that I have
discussed were adopted beforehand to serve as a guiding framework that set the bounds
for the research. In essence, and consistent with my normative commitments for this
research, the value of grounded-theory is that it allows the researcher to explore concepts
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and meanings of interest while permitting the emergence of theory related to those
concepts and meanings.
The first component of the grounded-theory method (see Table 4-2) is the
process of ―coding‖ where categories – or ―concepts that stand for phenomena‖ – as
well as the properties –or ―characteristics of those categories‖ – are identified (Strauss
and Corbin 1997, 101).

This process usually begins with simply reading through

interview transcripts and underlining or highlighting dominant ideas or themes as one
goes along. After the researcher has become familiar with the nature of the texts, the
interview transcripts are then typically imported into a qualitative data analysis software
package, such as NVivo, which was used for this study. Using this software, a
researcher then codes or labels passages of transcripts in terms of the meaning that the
text conveys.

Table 4- 2: The Grounded Theory approach to analysis
Component 1: preparing the data

Produce transcripts of interviews and read through
the texts

Component 2: coding

Identify categories and properties that arise from the
texts

Component 3: generating theory

Use the relationships among categories and properties
to generate theory, constantly checking the theory
against the data

Component 4: presenting theory

Present the results using quotes from interviews that
illustrate the theory
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As the coding proceeds, the researcher will likely find that certain codes are
conceptually related to one another. For instance, the codes ―medicinal plants,‖
―firewood,‖ ―meat,‖ ―thatch grass‖ that might be identified with different passages are
conceptually related in so far that they constitute types of resources in demand among
local residents. In this case, ―resources in demand‖ might serve as a category, whereas
―medicinal plants,‖ ―firewood,‖ ―meat,‖ and ―thatch grass‖ are properties of that
category.
The establishment of categories and properties then allows the researcher to
develop theories regarding how different concepts relate to one another. For instance, in
terms of the ―resources in demand‖ category and its properties mentioned above, it
might be possible, based on the data and the way the properties relate to the category, to
theorize which properties (i.e., resources of interest) are the highest in demand. After
such theories are uncovered, excerpts from the transcript are provided in the research
results to illustrate the theories.
Because the theories are immediately generated from the data, they are
―grounded‖ in the data and – substantively and contextually speaking – exhibit a high
degree of validity. Of course, different theories might emerge in different contexts with
different data, such that reliability might be called into question. Nevertheless, given the
importance of contextual understanding that I have assumed in terms of my
conceptualization of legitimacy and my broader normative commitments, the grounded
theory approach to analysis provided a very useful analytic approach.
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Survey data
The second data component was a visitor survey administered to Park visitors
during late November 2006 to mid-January 2007. Broadly speaking, the survey was
designed to elicit data concerning visitors‘ values related to Kruger National Park and
how those values related to procedural and substantive dimensions of resource use in the
Park. Consistent with my conceptualization of legitimacy, this data was analyzed to
understand how underlying values relate to perspectives on resource use, as well as the
most important factors that contribute to perceptions of legitimacy.
The packet offered to visitors included a ten-page questionnaire (Appendix 1), a
cover letter explaining the nature of the research (see Appendix 2), and a postcard that
they were asked to complete on-site as a tool to identify any non-response bias. Once
presented with the survey, visitors were asked to deposit completed surveys at the
registration desks at any of ten major rest camps throughout the Park. Ten days after the
sampling period ended, I traveled to all of the camps to retrieve the completed surveys.
In this section, I discuss the questionnaire itself, the sampling framework I employed, and
the methods of data analysis I utilized.

The questionnaire
Development of the visitor questionnaire began in September 2006 after I had
returned from collecting interview data in Kruger during June-August 2006. The
substantive content of the questionnaire was based on my informal analysis and review of
the interview transcripts while I was in South Africa and after I had returned to Missoula.
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Several important themes emerged through this analysis (some of which were
unexpected) that allowed me to ask direct and detailed questions concerning Kruger and
resource use. Once drafted, the survey was proofed by a number of graduate students and
faculty in the Department of Society and Conservation, staff from Kruger National Park,
and two South African researchers. A pilot test of the survey was also administered to
approximately 45 undergraduate students in recreation management classes at the
University of Montana. Several valuable comments and suggestions were made through
this process, and a number of changes were made as a result.
The questionnaire consisted of four main sections – ―About your trip,‖ ―About
Kruger National Park,‖ ―Using Resources in Kruger National Park,‖ and ―About You.‖
The first section – ―About Your Trip‖ – was strategically featured first in order to
generate a visitor‘s interest in the survey, the assumption being that questions regarding
the personal nature of their trip to Kruger would interest the visitor, and they would be
more likely to complete the survey if it was more interesting to them. In this section,
questions were asked regarding the type of group the visitor was with (e.g., alone, family,
friends, etc.); how many times they had visited the park; and their itinerary while in the
park. This set of questions, as well as the more general demographic questions, were
asked in order identify respondent bias and relationships between (a) the type of visitor
and the nature of their experience and (b) their respective values regarding Kruger and
their perspectives on resource use.
The second section – ―About Kruger National Park‖ – presented respondents with
a twenty-five-item ―values scale,‖ the items of which identified potential reasons why (or
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why not) a visitor might value Kruger National Park. The purpose of this section, was to
gather values-related data that would permit an analysis of how values concerning the
park influence perceptions of resource use. The values scale presented in the
questionnaire was based largely on the scale developed by Borrie, Freimund, and
Davenport (2002). In that scale respondents were asked to indicate – on Likert-type
scale items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) – whether or not Yellowstone
National Park was important in terms of twenty four values ranging from ―a protector of
threatened and endangered species‖ to ―a social place.‖ After reviewing the results of the
pilot test, the preliminary analysis of the interview data and then framing the individual
items in a South African context, several items were added and dropped. For instance
because of its ambiguity in a South African setting, the item ―a place of natural
curiosities,‖ which was included in the Borrie et al. scale was dropped for the purposes of
this study. Items not in the original scale, but added for this study included ―a source of
benefits for local communities,‖ ―a reserve of natural resources for use by local people,‖
and ―a place to view the ‗Big 5‘ (i.e., lion, rhino, elephant, leopard, and buffalo). After
adapting the Borrie et al. scale, the scale used for this study included twenty-five items. I
employed the same Likert-type scale as Borrie et al. with one exception – respondents
were allowed to select ‗X‘ for ―do not know‖ in their responses.

Sampling
Eight-hundred questionnaires were distributed to visitors throughout Kruger
National Park. Because of Kruger‘s complexity – in terms of geography and
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infrastructure – sampling visitors in order to offer them a questionnaire was an equally
complex enterprise. In addition to the qualities of representativeness that are associated
with simple random sampling, representativeness was also sought in terms of Park
geography. In preparing the questionnaire, several staff members commented that I
would likely receive different responses depending on which part of the Park the surveys
were distributed. Visitors, for instance, who entered through the remote Punda Maria
gate in the far north might value ―solitude‖ and ―wildness‖ more than those visitors who
entered through the frequently traveled Skukuza gate in the south. Consequently, their
perceptions concerning resource use might be different as well – would, for instance,
those who value ―solitude‖ and ―wildness‖ be less sympathetic to resource use, which
might upset those values?
There are nine principal gates through which visitors enter Kruger National Park,
and all are situated along the northern, western, and southern borders.28 I sought to
sample at all nine gates, but because of scheduling and logistical conflicts, Pafuri was not
sampled. Initially, I also sought to distribute all 800 samples at the gates. However, after
sampling began, it became apparent that I would not be able to distribute all of the
surveys in the time I had available – particularly since most of the sampling period
overlapped with a relatively slow time of the year in terms of Park visitation.29 As such,
500 surveys were administered at gates and 300 were administered by reception desk

28

Giriyondo, along the eastern border could arguably be labeled a major gate if based on infrastructure
alone, but it receives very few visitors and was not sampled.
29
While I am not aware of any empirical evidence describing the differences between visitors across
different seasons, I was told by a number of staff that during summer, there are far more local South
Africans that visit than during the winter when most international visitors visit (i.e., the northern
hemisphere‘s summer).
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attendants at all major rest camps throughout the Park on random days and times. In
retrospect, this approach might have given rise to a more representative sample than
simply administering surveys at gates since this method assured a certain level of
representativeness across two dimensions (i.e, gates and camps) rather than just one (i.e.,
gates).
In terms of the surveys administered at the gates and by attendants at the reception
desks, two important choices had to be made:
1. the number of questionnaires to be administered at each gate and camp and
2. the day and time at which those questionnaires would be administered.

Table 4- 3: Survey Distribution at Entry Gates
Gate

Entry %

Surveys Dist.

Survey %

# Dist. Days

Malelane

18.20%

90

11.25%

3

Crocodile Bridge

10.60%

50

6.25%

2

Numbi

11.70%

60

7.50%

3

Phabeni

12.40%

60

7.50%

3

Paul Kruger

19.70%

100

12.50%

3

Giriyondo

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

Phalaborwa

13.30%

70

8.75%

2

Punda Maria

3.80%

20

2.50%

1

Pafuri

0.70%

0

0.00%

0

Orpen

9.00%

50

6.25%

2

100.00%

500

62.50%

19

Total
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Table 4- 4: Survey Distribution at Rest Camps
Camp

BN

Surveys Dist.

Survey %

# Dist. Days

Berg-en-dal

10.27%

30

3.75%

1

Crocodile Bridge

2.25%

10

1.25%

1

Lower Sabie

10.40%

50 (80)*

6.25%

3

Skukuza

22.80%

70 (40)*

8.75%

1

Satara

15.15%

60

7.50%

2

Orpen

4.75%

10

1.25%

1

Olifants

9.30%

0

0.00%

0

Mopani

7.27%

20

2.50%

1

Letaba

11.31%

30

3.75%

1

Shingwedzi

4.65%

10

1.25%

1

Punda Maria

1.84%

10

1.25%

1

Private Lodge

?

0

0.00%

0

Primitive Bush Camp

?

0

0.00%

0

Other

?

0

0.00%

0

100.00%

300

37.50%

13

Total

In terms of the first choice, I employed a quota sampling technique based on gate entry
and bed-night data for the respective camps gathered from a Kruger National Park
Tourism Assessment (2006, 80, 180). In each of Tables 4-3 and 4-4, the second columns
– Entry % and BN % - indicate, based on the Kruger Tourism Assessment, the percentage
117

share of gate entry and bed-nights30 for each respective location. I then administered that
percentage of surveys at each location across what I deemed to be a feasible number of
distribution days. The distribution days were randomly selected as well as the time of
day the questionnaires were to be administered (eligible times were 5:00 am, 8:00 am,
10:00 am, 12:00 pm, and 2:00 pm).
Once a location, date, and time were selected, I then employed methods of
randomly sampling visitors that I would present a survey to, depending on the type of
location they were being sampled. For visitors sampled at gates, I used a systematic
random sampling approach where sampling intervals are typically spaced depending on a
calculation of the total population divided by the number of questionnaires to be
administered. Because I did not have access to data that would have indicated how many
people would pass through a particular gate for a given day and time, it was not possible
to calculate the precise sampling interval. Nevertheless, after a random start, I chose to
sample every third visitor passing through the gate. For the most part, this proved to be
an acceptable interval. In terms of questionnaires administered at the camps, having
randomly selected the day and time the camp would be sampled, I simply asked the
receptionist to ask every visitor to complete a questionnaire until no questionnaires were
left. While no sampling interval was used, this method is still mathematically equivalent
to a simple random sampling framework.

30

Bed nights for a particular camp are calculated by totaling the number of nights stayed in a particular
camp among all visitors who stayed at that camp.
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A brief description of the questionnaire sample
A total of 273 responses were received from the 800 questionnaires that were
distributed throughout the Park for a response rate of 34.12%.31 Of the visitors who did
not return a completed survey, 15.18% were from South Africa within 150 km of Kruger,
44.59% were from South Africa at a distance greater than 150 km from Kruger and
40.23% were international visitors. Visitors from Japan exhibited the highest nonresponse rate at 15.57%, perhaps due to a language barrier. The non-response rate for
men was 52.88% versus 47.12% for women.
Among those visitors that did return a completed survey, a number of descriptive
statistics could be calculated. There was a statistically significant difference between the
number of males (n=153/56.04%) and females (n=119/43.59%), and the mean age of
respondents was 42.09 years. While the country of South Africa – known as the
―Rainbow Nation‖ – is a diverse one, nearly 90% of the respondents were white, whereas
only roughly 6% were black. Among South African visitors, 88.5% were white
compared to 9.1 % who were black. Most of the respondents (56%) were from South
Africa at a distance of 150 km or greater from Kruger; 34.60% of the respondents were
international visitors. In terms of education, approximately 80% had at least a four-year
college degree. While the types of community respondents grew up in were fairly evenly
distributed across community types ranging from a farm to a major city, 61% of the
respondents lived in medium (50,000-1 million) or major cities (over 1 million) at the
time they completed the questionnaire.

31

The limitations associated with this response rate will be discussed in the ―Limitations to research‖
section of this Chapter.
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In terms of the nature of respondents‘ trips to Kruger, most (71.40%) were
visiting with family members, whereas only (4.00%) of the respondents were on a lodgeor guided-tour. Almost half of the visitors (46.5%) had visited Kruger more than ten
times. This figure was not surprising since a portion of the sampling time period was
during the South African holiday or vacation season. Staff members at Kruger
commented that during the Christmas and New Year season, fewer international visitors
visit the Park, and perhaps as a result, South African residents see this period as an
opportune time to visit the Park.
The length of stay in the Park ranged from a day-visit to 22 days in the Park, with
a mean of 5.19 days. The large majority of visitors (87.9%) did stay overnight
somewhere in the Park, but roughly 30% of the respondents also stayed outside the Park
during their visit. The three most popular camps in the Park (in terms of average stay and
bed-nights) among respondents were Lower Sabie, Skukuza, and Satara with Letaba,
Berg-en-dal, Shingwedzi and the others coming in distantly behind.

Analysis – multivariate statistical analyses
The four sections of the questionnaire yielded four different classes of data that
were statistically analyzed in a variety of ways. The analysis included (1) calculating
descriptive statistics, (2) logistic regression, and (3) contingency tables. Generally
speaking, each of these analyses – summarized below and described in more detail in
Chapter 7-9 – were designed to address the second fundamental research question for this
study,
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Research question #2: How do different groups – i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and visitors – conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use?
The insight that these analyses provided concerning how visitors conceptualized
the legitimacy of resource use, though, did contribute to a better understanding of
how different views concerning resource use might be reconciled in order to
resolve the resource use issue, which is central to the third research question,
Research question #3: Are there possible strategies for resolving
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of legitimacy?
For all classes of data – i.e. data regarding the visitor‘s trip, their values, their
thoughts on resource use, and their demographics – general descriptive statistics (e.g.,
means, standard deviations, frequencies, confidence intervals, etc.) were calculated. In
terms of the questions pertaining to nature of the visitor‘s trip (questions 1 through 5) and
their demographics (questions 12 through 18), descriptive statistics were calculated
primarily in order to identify potential bias. For instance, as discussed above, the
descriptive statistics reveal that a smaller proportion of black South Africans were
surveyed than what Kruger‘s visitor data suggest visit the Park. Descriptive statistics
were also calculated for questions pertaining to the visitor‘s values (question 7) and their
thoughts related to resource use (question 9). For example, as I will discuss in Chapter 9,
a comparison of the means of the value scale items indicates that, on average, visitors
agreed with statement ―I believe Kruger National Park is particularly important as a
protector of threatened and endangered species‖ more strongly than any other item on the
values scale. This item also had the lowest standard deviation of any of the values scale
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items, which suggests that there was more agreement on this item‘s value than any other
item‘s value.
The primary purpose of the visitor survey was to generate data that could provide
insight into (1) the extent to which visitors believe resource use is a legitimate activity
and (2) why they feel that way. To directly address this objective, I employed the items
from the resource use scale as independent variables in a logistic regression with question
11(a) – which asks whether or the visitor believes resource use should be allowed – as the
dependent variable. Through this analysis, which I will discuss in more detail in Chapter
7-9, I was able to identify how specific considerations (e.g., the belief that ―Kruger is an
area that should remain pristine with as little human impact as possible) influenced
determinations that resource use either should or should not be allowed. Then, I was able
to statistically explore the varying substantive considerations32 that contribute to visitors‘
conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use.
The final analysis conducted concerned Question 11. For each of the four subquestions, I calculated 2 x 2 contingency tables with the response to the questions as
column variables and whether or not the respondent was a South African or international
visitor as the row variable. Chi-square statistics, which indicate whether or not there is a
significant difference between the distribution of the observed table and the expected
table, were also calculated. Beyond its descriptive utility, this analysis allowed me to
identify how views concerning whether or not resource use should be allowed, who
32

A similar scale could have been developed for strictly procedural questions, but doing so would have
dramatically increased the length of the survey, which would have very well resulted in fewer completed
surveys. Nevertheless, question 11(b) did address procedural concerns by asking respondents to indicate
whether they believed only Park managers should decide how and what resources are to be used or if
visitors should help decide.
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should decide how and what resources are used, and whether or not the Park should
provide other benefits to local residents (e.g., a community levy) varied between South
African and international visitors.
In summary, I employed a three-prong approach to analyzing the visitor survey
data:
1. calculating descriptive statistics for all questions and variables,
2. employing a logistic regression model to analyze how specific substantive
considerations concerning resource use influence visitors‘ assessment of the
legitimacy of resource use, and
3. crafting contingency tables to identify how two different visitor groups (i.e.,
South African and international visitors) compare in their assessments of
resource use and benefit provision.
In the next section, I discuss how both the interview and survey data served as a test of
the broader ideas that have been discussed throughout this dissertation thus far.
Testing logic: connecting the data and theory
One of the features that distinguishes a scientific study, such as this, from other
forms of inquiry is the existence of a testing logic – i.e., a system of principles that
illustrate and guide the way in which data function as a test of ideas (Schrader-Frechette
and McCoy 1994; Patterson and Williams 2001). A testing logic, then, connects the
normative commitments and research questions to the data. As Patterson and Williams
(2001, 6) comment, ―choosing a testing logic depends on judgments about the research
goals and assumptions about the nature of the phenomenon being studied.‖ Data, for
instance, obtained through research grounded in a psychometric, positivistic approach,
where research is designed to be representative and generalizable, will serve a different
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function and connect to ideas in a different way than, say, idiographic data obtained
through a hermeneutic research design.

The abductive logic of a critical theory approach
At its most basic level, the testing logic of a critical theory approach, which I
loosely adopted for the purposes of this study, can be summarized as involving ―intensive
explication‖ and ―comparative generalization‖ (Morrow 1964, 211-212). In terms of
―comparative generalization,‖ data and results are taken to be highly contextual but also
valuable in terms of comparing similar phenomenon across multiple contexts.
Conversely, researchers are encouraged to utilize scholarship beyond the context of their
own as a means to formulate initial, broad understandings of the phenomena being
studied. This study of the legitimacy of resource use in Kruger National Park, for
instance, might be informative (but not deterministic) when studying, for example, the
legitimacy of wildfire policies in western Montana. And, conversely, preceding studies
and scholarship related to legitimacy were instrumental in crafting a general framework
through which the concept of legitimacy was explored in this study.
The comparative generalization element of the logic is an important one, but the
thrust of the critical theory testing logic is its call for ―intensive explication.‖ By
intensive explication, Morrow refers to a logic that is grounded in hermeneutic principles
of intersubjectivity that is empirically ―lifted‖ into view with the manifest socio-political
structures. In other words, the critical theory testing logic posits that the intersubjectively
defined realities of a society must be taken together with the material observable reality
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that acts upon that society in the process of analyzing and understanding human
phenomenon. Habermas in On the Logic of Social Science (1988, 73) further describes
this defining element as the interplay between interpretivism and positivism where
researchers ―must resolve the tension between [interpretivism and positivism], bring them
under one roof, ... and reflect on the relationship between analytic and hermeneutic
procedures.‖ For the purposes of this study, and consistent with the critical theory
research tradition, the interplay Habermas describes served to
1. reveal inconsistencies between what is intersubjectively desired – i.e., a legitimate
policy for resource use (of course, perhaps defined differently across social
groups) – and what manifestly and materially exists – i.e., the current resource use
policy and the policy that is to be adopted; and
2. identify ways in which those inconsistencies are resolved – i.e., how legitimate
policies for resource use are crafted for different social groups, and how
competing or conflicting perceptions of legitimacy are reconciled.
In some cases, ideas and theories concerning these two goals or purposes were
formulated before the data was collected. For instance, in Chapters 2 and 3 I discussed
background information that I had become familiar with prior to data collection that
included observations on the historical development of the relationship between Kruger
National Park and local residents, as well as theoretical and philosophical treatments of
legitimacy. The familiarity that I had acquired with this information allowed me to offer
tentative ideas concerning, for instance, a possible structure to the conceptualization of
legitimacy. However, because some dimensions of the research were, what I judged to
be, almost entirely contextually-dependent or little research existed upon which to base
tentative propositions – e.g., ways in which inconsistent perceptions of the legitimacy of
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resource use might be resolved – I did not offer preliminary thoughts or hypotheses in
these cases.
Where ideas or tentative theories were put forward before data was collected, the
data served to re-fine and re-shape those ideas or tentative theories. My ex ante
framework and analysis of the related data provides an excellent example of how the data
served as a test of these tentative ideas. Before data were ever collected, I adopted a
tentative framework for understanding legitimacy (illustrated in Figure 3-1) that
provided, in essence, a framework concerning the factors that contribute to perceptions of
legitimacy. Rather than begin the research by deductively testing the components of that
framework, though, I adopted an ―abductive logic‖ – what Peirce referred to as a ―logic
of discovery‖ – whereby the range of themes that emerged from the analysis enriched my
a priori framework (Peirce 1998). Thus, I took my initial understanding of the Kruger
context and my synthesis of the legitimacy scholarship as a point of departure and
modified that conceptual understanding in response to the data I collected. In the case of
Park visitors, following a preliminary analysis of the interview data, I was able to
deductively test the validity of those refinements and modifications through the visitor
survey.33
This abductive approach differed from a purely inductive approach in that
tentative theory (in this case, my framework for understanding legitimacy) preceded the
data and differed from a purely deductive approach in so far that the data served to
generate theory and enrich the framework I adopted, rather than simply accepting and/or

33

The survey was not conducted with the Park staff because, as I will discuss later, I felt the validity of the
refinements could be more effectively determined through in-person discussions following the analysis.
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rejecting theory. With this approach, then, which has also been labeled as ―inference to
the best explanation,‖ questions of validity are rarely problematic, since interpretations
and conclusions are so firmly rooted in the raw data itself; the more significant question,
rather, concerns the reliability of those interpretations and conclusions (Snyder 1998). In
short, given the same a priori theories, will those theories converge to the same
conclusive theories in both context A and context B? Recognizing this challenge to the
reliability of an abductive logic, I chose this approach over a more purely inductive or
deductive approach because I aimed to put forward a tentative conceptualization of
legitimacy, to build on existing theory, but do so within a contextual and situational
account of resource use in Kruger National Park.

The function of the interview data
With this approach, the relationship between the data and its theoretical
interpretation was necessarily dynamic. Considering again my framework for
understanding legitimacy, prior to analyzing the qualitative results, three separate
electronic documents containing the framework in model form (see Figure 3-1) were
created – one for Park staff, Park visitors, and local residents. As I analyzed the data, I
would make corresponding refinements, additions, and comments in each respective
model (depending on what group the data came from). In short, I created somewhat of a
continual dialogue between the data, the theory, and myself as the researcher.34 In this
way, the data had an evolutionary effect on the interpretation of results and the broader
understanding of the legitimacy of resource use in Kruger.
34

See Patterson and Williams 2001 and Mishler 1990 for a discussion of this approach.
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Even when theories, hypotheses, or ideas concerning certain dimensions of the
research were not put forward prior to data collection, the data still served as an evolving
―test of ideas‖ in so far that the ideas, themes, and interpretations that emerged from the
results evolved as I analyzed the data, and in the end, they could be ―tested‖ against the
data. In presenting the results of my qualitative analysis, my goal was to represent the
variation of views (in terms of both diversity and magnitude) manifest in the data and
present a persuasive justification for the interpretations drawn from the data.35 For
instance, in terms of the qualitative data related to the factors contributing to perceptions
of legitimacy, the data was presented in order to illustrate the range of such factors, as
well as the range of those factors‘ importance to different groups. In some cases, there
was a preponderance of qualitative evidence suggesting that some factors figured more
strongly for particular groups in the conceptualization of legitimacy than did others.
When this was the case, the validity of these interpretations could be ―tested‖ against the
qualitative data.

The function of the survey data
In the spirit of ―intensive explication,‖ the survey data did not serve exclusively as
a test of a priori theories or postulations, but was also an extension and refinement of the
data derived through the interviews with Park visitors. For instance, a number of visitors
commented in the interviews that they felt resource use was an illegitimate activity in the
Park because it went against the principles upon which Kruger was founded and exists.
Taking this consideration (among others) as a point of departure in the questionnaire, I
35

For a discussion of the goals of presenting qualitative results, see Patterson and Williams 2001.
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was then able to statistically describe how this consideration related to others, such as
whether or not they felt resource use was legitimate if it would improve the livelihoods of
local residents, and then how all of the considerations I measured manifested in tandem
with the various values I measured.
In short, the survey data collected from Park visitors functioned as an extension of
the interview data and as evidentiary enrichment of the framework presented in the latter
part of Chapter 3.

Summary
In summary, there are four main points that illuminate how the interview and
survey data I collected functioned as a test of ideas related to the legitimacy of resource
use in Kruger. First, in accordance with the critical theory research tradition, the data
served to
1. allow for ―comparative generalizations‖ to research that has already been
conducted or will be conducted, and
2. provide an ―intensive explication‖ that reveals any inconsistencies between what
is viewed as a legitimate policy for resource use in Kruger (i.e., intersubjective
meanings) and the current policy for resource use (i.e., the material, observable
reality).
Second, as a test of my interpretations and conclusions – including those ideas and
theories offered ex ante – the data facilitated an evolving refinement and reshaping of
those interpretations and conclusions to the point where the data, in part, would come
serve as evidence of their validity. Third, the data presented as evidence was chosen
based on the extent to which it demonstrated variation of the data (both in terms of
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diversity and magnitude) and justified possible explanations for that variation. Finally, in
an effort to further ensure that the connection between the data and my interpretation was
valid, I engaged in a number of ―checks‖ with my committee and members of the
populations I sampled where we discussed the interpretation of my findings.

Limitations to this research design
Even with the most thoroughly articulated design, unforeseeable circumstances
arise that may impact the research in important ways. In this section, I discuss what I
believe to be the primary limitations to this study that are a result of such factors. Most
significantly, language and intercultural differences likely impacted the study in
important ways. Some interviews, for example, required translators, giving rise to
potential misinterpretation and loss of meaning through translation, and questionnaires
were offered only in English. Despite the limitations associated with this research, as I
will discuss in the results and discussion chapters of this dissertation, I feel that the
insight gained through a relatively complex research design – while perhaps giving rise to
certain limitations – allowed me to meaningfully respond to all of the research questions
and meet all of the research objectives.

Limitations associated with the interview data
There were at least two important considerations associated with the sampling
procedure and data collection, and they relate primarily to interviews conducted with
local residents. First, the initial informants were selected based on either (1) the
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recommendation of the community facilitator or (2) through contacts made at Kruger
Community Forum meetings. At the risk of over generalizing, I found those local
residents recommended by the Park to be more sympathetic to the Park than those that I
had initially contacted at the Forum meetings. Aside from mere chance, the observation
could be attributed to: (a) many of the local residents who attended the Forum meetings
were attending because they were disgruntled with the Park, whereas those who were
satisfied with the Park chose to not attend because they had no recommendations to offer,
or (b) the Kruger staff intentionally identified local residents who would be sympathetic
in order to illustrate the acceptability of Park policies among local residents. Irrespective
of any potential biases introduced through the initial identification of informants,
collectively speaking, the informants provided very diverse and meaningful perspectives.
As a result, and consistent with the purposes of qualitative data and snowball sampling,
this feature of the data is merely a consideration of note rather than a crippling limitation.
Subsequent interviews with local residents that were identified by the initial local
residents I interviewed demonstrated no particular pattern in terms of their perspectives
on the Park or the issue of resource use.
A second important consideration concerning the sampling procedure and
collection of data was the use of translators when interviewing local residents. The large
population of local residents living along the western boundary of Kruger National Park
speaks a diverse array of languages and associated dialects including, primarily, Xhosa,
Shangaan, Venda, Afrikaans, and limited English. For the most part, local residents who
were neither leaders within their communities or who had little formal education did not
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speak English. As a result, I employed the expertise of translators for approximately onethird to one-half of the interviews with local residents. The use of translators can be
problematic for a variety of reasons, but as Hoffman (1989) commented, the main
limitation is that meanings become ―lost in translation.‖36 Interestingly, the loss of
meaning through translation can be both intentional and unintentional.
In many languages there is simply no equivalent English word for capturing the
meaning that an interviewee expresses (Strauss and Corbin 1997, 285). As such,
translated interviews might lack coherence and depth in some instances. It may be the
case that the translator a researcher is working with has a political agenda of their own
with respect to the issue in question and chooses to selectively interpret or intentionally
mis-translate an interviewee‘s response in order to advance a particular agenda (Esposito
2001; Temple 1997). Despite these challenges there are ways to minimize their effects.
In terms of the unintentional loss of meaning, questions can be re-asked and re-phrased in
order to triangulate meaning – whereas a precisely asked question in one‘s native
language may normally be sufficient to elicit meaning, in a non-native language and
when translated, a particular question may need to be asked repeatedly and in several
different ways (Esposito 2001; Temple 1997). To the extent that this was possible
without frustrating the interviewee, I employed this tactic. In terms of the intentional
mis-representation of what an interviewee stated, I utilized a number of different
translators, the assumption being that not all translators would have a political agenda to
advance. Using different translators introduces problems of its own, though, since every

36

For a good overview of some of the difficulties encountered when employing the assistance of a
translator, see Esposito (2001) and Temple (1997).
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time a new translator is used, they and I would have to start from scratch in familiarizing
ourselves with one another and the purposes of the research.

Limitations associated with the survey data
There are at least three main limitations associated with the survey data. First, as
discussed earlier in the chapter, the 34.12% response rate is low in comparison to that of
other visitors studies in protected areas in the United States, which might often exceed
80% or 90%. Recognizing that a sample size of n=273 is statistically sufficient under
most circumstances and considering the close alignment of the sample profile with
certain dimensions of Kruger‘s baseline visitor data, the response rate did not severely
cripple the analysis of the survey data. However, given the low response rate and as
mentioned earlier, it cannot be assumed that the data is representative of those visitors
sampled when considered along other dimensions (e.g., values assigned to Kruger or
perceptions of resource use). More specifically, it might be argued, for instance, that the
only visitors who went to the trouble of returning a survey were those that felt
particularly strong about the issues discussed in the survey. If true, the magnitude of
perceptions or beliefs expressed in the results may be more extreme than if a higher
percentage of the visitors sampled had responded. As I will discuss with the third
limitation of this study (see below), in the absence of a non-response bias test, this
proposition cannot be established.
While, indeed, 34.12% is a low response rate compared to intercept surveys
where respondents are asked to complete a questionnaire on-site (often yielding response
133

rates in excess of 80%), the same may not be true when compared to other distribution
modes, such as mail or web-based surveys, where response rates may range from 230%37. In fact, in similarly designed surveys, Kruger‘s Tourism and Marketing director
commented to me in an informal discussion that they were pleased to obtain 10%
response rates (which makes the response rate better than typical, but not necessarily
―generalizable‖). This is not to say that by virtue of the distribution mode any potential
bias must be discounted, but to rather highlight that response rates are frequently a
function of the mode of distribution. Consequently, because the length of the
questionnaire for this study precluded on-site completion, the distribution mode for this
study (which may be considered analogous to a mail-back survey) did not give rise to an
unexpectedly low response rate.
The second important limitation of the survey data is that it fails to account for
non-English reading visitors. While I do not have exact data, some visitors – both South
Africans (e.g., Afrikaans and Xhosa speaking South Africans) and international visitors –
did not accept a questionnaire because they did not speak English.38 While the number of
visitors who declined to accept a survey was less than 10, it could very well be true that
sampled visitors who were somewhat fluent accepted a survey but failed to complete it on
account of the length of time associated with completing the questionnaire or the
difficulty in grasping some of the nuanced concepts that are discussed in the
questionnaire. In this way, the language format might have impacted the response rate.

37

For a discussion of response rates associated with different modes of distribution, see, e.g., Kaplowitz,
Hadlock, and Levine (2004),
38
In these cases, the survey they were intended to receive was distributed to the next visitor in the sampling
interval. In retrospect, I recognize the value of tracking the exact number of these occurrences.
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It might be true for instance that if the survey were offered in a variety of languages (e.g.,
Afrikaans, German, etc.) that a higher response rate would have been gained. This,
however, would introduce a different set of challenges, due to the cost of translation and
the potential inconsistencies in the meanings conveyed across languages.
The third limitation, one which could have been avoided if it were not for an
organizational oversight on my part, concerns the inability to calculate certain dimensions
of potential non-response bias. Before the questionnaires were distributed, each was
assigned an identification number that when recorded on a postcard completed by the
respondent, would allow me to identify the response rate by gate and camp at which the
questionnaire was distributed. For each date, location, and time – a distribution event, if
you will - at which the questionnaires were distributed, the event was assigned a range of
surveys. For example, if 30 questionnaires were to be distributed at Kruger gate at 2:00
p.m. on December 19th, that event might be assigned questionnaires 1 through 30. With
this arrangement, it would have then been possible to calculate how many successful
responses were collected for each event. Unfortunately, at some point during the survey
period, I somehow disorganized the sequencing and did not realize I had done so until
approximately 2/3 of the way through the distribution process. Such a misstep would not
have been a problem if I had only distributed questionnaires at the gates, but because they
were also distributed at camps, that a respondent indicated they entered through Kruger
gate would not necessarily imply the questionnaire was distributed at that gate (e.g., it
could have been distributed at the Pafuri camp but the respondent entered through the
Kruger gate). Notwithstanding the inability to measure this potential source of non135

response bias, I was able to assess possible non-response bias in terms of where the
sampled visitors lived and whether they were male and female (though, admittedly, the
latter assessment was a bit fuzzy, since this determination was made on the basis of
names alone).

Conclusion
The study of complex issues and topics almost necessarily gives rise to complex
research designs, and this study is no exception. Framing this as a scientific study
provides a structure to the research design that requires the articulation of normative
research commitments I have adopted, as well as the logic that guides the way in which
the data serves as a test of ideas. Because of the nature of my research questions and the
goals of this study, I adopted an approach closely aligned with the critical theory research
tradition. Attentiveness to this tradition allowed me to both sharpen my research
questions and more thoroughly refine this mixed-method case-study. The data provided a
rich source of insight, but there were important limitations to its utility – most
significantly those challenges associated with language. Nevertheless, as I discuss in the
next four chapters, a number of themes and ideas emerged that could inform the
philosophy and decision-making processes associated with resource use in Kruger.
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AUTHOR’S NOTE

The results and discussion of the analysis described in the preceding chapters is
divided into four chapters that follow this note (Chapters 5-10). Generally speaking, each
chapter is designed to address the three fundamental research questions for this study:
Research question #1: What are the resources in demand among residents
living near the western boundary of Kruger National Park?
Research question #2: How do different groups – i.e., Park managers,
local residents, and visitors – conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use?
Research question #3: Are there possible strategies for resolving
competing or conflicting conceptualizations of legitimacy?

Organization of results and discussion
Chapter 5: Insight into the Context: Local Resident Perspectives on the
Evolving Park-People Relationship (Research questions 1, 2, & 3)
Chapter 6: Contemporary Resource Use in Kruger National Park and
Resources in Demand Among Local Residents (Research question 1)
Chapter 7: Conceptualizing the Legitimacy of Resource Use in Kruger
National Park – Kruger Staff (Research question 2)
Chapter 8: Conceptualizing the Legitimacy of Resource Use in Kruger
National Park – Local Residents (Research question 2)
Chapter 9: Conceptualizing the Legitimacy of Resource Use in Kruger
National Park – Park Visitors (Research question 2)
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Chapter 10: Towards a Resolution of the Resource Use Issue in Kruger
National Park (Research question 3)

While not directly addressing any of the three questions above, Chapter 5
sets the stage for a significant portion of the discussion that follows in Chapters 610 by exploring the evolving relationship between the Park and local residents
from the perspective of local residents. As will be discussed throughout the next
four chapters, this relationship has had an important impact on the resources and
other benefits that are of interest to local residents, the manner in which they
conceptualize the legitimacy of those interests, and potential resolutions for the
resource use issue.
Chapter 6 addresses the first research question by describing the current
policy for resource use, as well as the resources that are currently of interest to
local residents. In Chapters 7 through 9, I respond to question 2 by discussing the
various ways that Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors conceptualize the
legitimacy of resource use. In Chapter 10, I present an analysis of how the
various conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use might be reconciled
in order to resolve the resource use issue.
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CHAPTER 5
INSIGHT INTO THE CONTEXT:
LOCAL RESIDENT PERSPECTIVES ON
THE EVOLVING PARK-PEOPLE RELATIONSHIP

Introduction
To a large extent, current debates concerning the relationship between Kruger and
local residents – including the provision of benefits, such as access to resources – are a
function of the historic relationship between the two. For instance, because local
residents or their families were forcefully removed from the Park before and during the
Apartheid era, many now express a sense of moral entitlement to receive benefits derived
from the Park. Claims to land in the Park, employment opportunities, revenue sharing,
and development aid are all among the set of benefits local residents have staked an
interest in as a result of democratization and the changing nature of the Park-people
relationship.
Because issues concerning local residents and the Park, such as resource use, are
fundamentally shaped by the historic and evolving relationship between the two, it is
important to explore that relationship from a variety of perspectives. For the most part,
the history of the Park-people relationship has been documented by Park staff and
academics rather than those living along the Park boundary. In Chapter 2, for instance, I
presented a brief history of the Park and it‘s relationship with people who lived in or near
the Park largely from the perspective of those who worked in the Park or were employed
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by South Africa National Parks (e.g., Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003; Moore and
Masuku van Damme 2002).
In this Chapter, and based on the results of my interviews with local residents and
staff, I present a brief account of this relationship primarily from the perspective of local
residents (though I do include some results from staff interviews). It‘s important to note
that such a perspective is but one of many. It is entirely possible, that – told from the
perspective of Kruger staff or visitors – the account of the historical relationship between
local residents and Kruger might be very different. Nevertheless, local residents are in a
very useful position to provide a significant understanding of their historical relationship
with the Park. Many residents I spoke with, for instance, were able to provide firsthand
accounts of life inside the Park, as well as removal from the Park and the way in which
the relationship with the Park has changed following democratization in 1994. As I will
discuss at times throughout the next few Chapters, the Park-people relationship is an
important contextual consideration in exploring the issue of resource use.

Historic populations in Kruger
One feature common to nearly all accounts of life in the Park prior to removal
was the belief that life was essentially ―good‖ and ―peaceful‖ in the Park prior to the
protracted removals that took place from the beginning through the middle of the
twentieth century and that there was abundant access to nearly all of the resources that
were in need,
… they were living very peacefully between themselves and the animals
and also within themselves they were living in a very peaceful way. So, it
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is not true that there were problems and illness amongst them… even
though there were no clinics, no hospitals, they were staying in a very
peaceful way. (LC21)
It was good, because they were plowing. The soil was fertile – lots of
fruits were there. We are having something, we call it African chocolate,
from peanuts. They were eating it and other things. And, there are peanuts
from marulas as you know. Marula beer. Things were good… Long
before, there was no permission… If you wanted an impala, it was free –
you could choose that today I want an impala. Or, I could kill a warthog.
We would be happy if we could go to Kruger and they would welcome us
with all different kinds of meat as we used to be able to get. (LC30)
They were enjoying staying in the Kruger NP because if they wanted
something, they could have access to it and no one would disturb them and
say ―no, you‘re not allowed to do this.‖ They were having the rights.
(LC5)
They were having enough space to plow if they wanted to plow, and if
they wanted their stock to be able to go very far, they can be able to do
that. But, now we are close and we are packed in one place. (LC15)
When speaking with the local residents, it was at times evident that they
experienced a sense of frustration in not being able to verbally express the meaning or
enthusiasm associated with a particular question or statement. However, it was clear
from many of the interviewee‘s statements and body language that they viewed life in the
Park in a very idyllic, almost Edenic, way compared to their current livelihoods. Most
significantly, missing from all accounts of the life in the Park was the element of poverty,
while, as will be discussed later in this chapter, it figured very strongly in the
contemporary account of life outside the Park. As illustrated in the quotes above, the
favorable view among local residents of life in the Park was rooted in liberal access to
resources, access to fertile soils to plow and plant, and abundant grazing lands. As the
last excerpt describes, the abundance and availability of resources might have been
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attributed to low population densities in the Park in comparison to the now high
population densities on communal lands outside the Park that some say has led to land
degradation. While there was a general consensus regarding the quality of life in the
Park, though, there were discrepancies in details related to aspects such as the number of
inhabitants who lived in the Park prior to removal.
The number of inhabitants who lived in the Park and were later removed is more
important than one might think in terms of the contemporary management and
governance of Kruger. If, for instance, it is true that, rather than being sparsely populated
by scattered families, there is evidence that a large number of people inhabited the Park
prior to removal, then stronger cases could, perhaps, be made for the broad provision of
benefits to current local residents as a form of redress. Some local residents, for instance,
argued that there were ―thousands‖ of people living in Kruger that were later removed,
I think there were thousands of people living in the Park, because Kruger
is a very large area. (LC11)
There were many, many people living in the Park... uncountable. (LC16)
There were thousands and thousands of people, I can say. That‘s why I say
when they chased us out and took us out, there were so many of us that
some went to Komatipoort [near the Mozambiquan border], some to
Mozambique, and eastern Transvaal. (LC17)
… it is not true that there were few people here before the Europeans
arrived. There were lots of people staying there. All of the people who are
today around the park were actually staying in the Park. (LC21)
Others, however, offer the impression that only a very low number of people actually
lived in the Park, ―There were few people, because if you want to visit your neighbor,
you were to take 15-20 kilos to visit your neighbor‖ (LC28). But, as other interviewees
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illuminated, the impression that Kruger was not highly populated might be confused with
low population densities,
Kruger was sparsely populated. It was not dense… You might find that
there was about 500 meters in between houses or 200 meters in between or
even a kilo in between. So, they were very scattered… People used to stay
away from each other…. They knew each other, though. They made visits
to each other. (LC7)
Even, then, if Kruger were sparsely populated, at two million hectares, a low population
density could have still resulted in thousands of people living in the Park.
Most staff were very guarded in discussing historic populations in the Park,
including their size, perhaps because they believed that such information if it ever
became public, could have a bearing on land claims in the Park. Nevertheless, as one
staff member commented, there is at least some level of suspicion among some staff
regarding the accounts of local residents related to historic populations in the Park,
There are a lot of older or elderly people out there that remember how it
was like. The name ―Skukuza‖ in fact came from the sweeping clean of
people from the park. It was not a pleasant thing. When you go around
here and talk about land claims, though, that‘s when you really see
people‘s eyes light up as they ‗remember‘ how it used to be, where they
used to be, how they used to go down to collect water, how they used to
run out in the fields, how there were thousands of people living in the
Park. (S24)
Irrespective of how many people inhabited Kruger, though, the fact that they were later
forcefully removed from the Park (which no one – either local residents or staff –
contests) and the circumstances under which they were removed has had an important
impact on the contemporary relationship between the Park and local residents.
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“Skukuza”: the forced removal of Park inhabitants
As discussed in Chapter 2, populations living inside the Kruger were removed
from the Park throughout the first half of the twentieth century. Initially, these removals,
instituted by the Park‘s first warden – Colonel James Stevenson-Hamilton, who earned
the dubious nickname Skukuza, or ―he who sweeps clean‖ – were part of a strategy to
protect dwindling game populations. But, as the Apartheid regime gained strength
throughout the mid-twentieth century, removals were more closely aligned with the
efforts to segregate blacks into concentrated ―homelands‖ (Moore and Masuku van
Damme 2002; Meskell 2005).
While the principle of removal obviously strained the relationship between the
Park and its former inhabitants, the comments of local residents seem to suggest that the
most traumatic aspects of the removal were the circumstances and manner under which
removal occurred. A number of interviewees discussed how the removal happened
almost instantaneously without notice,
…what makes them even today not feel good is the day it was said they
must get out without even 24 hours. Some of their things or their
properties, they left there, because if you do not have enough transport,
you cannotafford to take everything. (LC30)
…we soon became aware that these people are moving us even though
they do not explain it or say why, they are doing it. They were giving us a
mandate to be out in 24 hours. (LC35)
They said to us, ‗they do not want any person because it‘s not for people,
it‘s for animals.‘ So, this is what they told us. But, as you know, you
cannot tell me now and then I pack and off I go. I have to plan and decide
where I‘m going to go. Because of time, we were forcefully removed and
they killed our animals. They vandalized us. We were plowing a lot of
things, but we had to leave them. (LC36)
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While LC35 mentions above that they were not offered an explanation as to why they
were being removed from the Park, many who discussed the removals claimed that the
Park inhabitants had been told they were being removed in order to protect them from
Malaria or because their cattle were inflicted with disease that might be communicable to
wildlife. Almost all of the interviewees, though, viewed these rationales with skepticism,
They chased them out. They first killed their cattle… Black people have a
lot of cattle, and they destroyed them bit by bit until one day at 11 o‘clock
when soldiers destroyed all the cattle of the people… They were not
having any diseases. It was a sign showing them that no one was welcome
there anymore. (LC35)
Let me tell you this, before they removed the people there, they claimed
that there is a breakout to our livestock, that they were sick. They killed so
many cattle saying that they were sick and burned them. After that, they
removed all the people. (LC9)
… certain people were actually hired to come and check the diseases of
the cattle. But I worry that there was no report given to them as to what
type of disease these cattle had. They were only killed, and they lost their
livestock, and they were not compensated out of the loss that they had.
(LC17)
They are saying that even though they had no hospitals and no clinics at
all, they never experienced any problems of illness. It is not true that there
was malaria in the area. Again, it is not true that those cattle, which were
killed in that year were actually ill or sick. (LC23)
The claims of disease and Malaria are stories. If someone wants to move
you away, they can just tell you stories and even if they say there are
Malarias, the people who were living there were able to control that
because they were having these trees and all the roots and they would mix
them. They were not having doom or being killed. They were using certain
trees and they are still there those trees. They were also using the dung
from the elephants and the dung from the hippos. You just burn them and
the mosquitoes just go away. Sometimes they use a certain small tree and I
do not remember the name of it. In our language we call it the babazan.
They took it and they would just rub it on their body. They smell nicely,
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but the mosquitoes, they do not like it. So, those things were being used.
(LC5)
Some of the people, if they are clever and do not want you to have
something, they will tell you that there is a certain disease and that they
have to kill all of the animals. They used to say there is a disease foot and
mouth, which is there and we have to kill all the animals, but they did not
kill their animals – the kill those that were with the black people. That was
the problem. If they were having the certain medicine they could use to
prevent that, why do not they give it to the people so that they can prevent
it? They just decided that it‘s better if they kill all of them. (LC5)
Beyond being viewed as a strategy to legitimate the removal of inhabitants of the Park,
some local residents that I spoke with believed the killing of cattle to be a direct attempt
to impoverish the inhabitants and subjugate them to menial labor in the farms,
In fact, they were weakening a black person, because that is our wealth.
According to our culture, you see, livestock is our wealth. If you have got
cattle, goats, sheep, chickens, you are rich. So, in order to make us poor,
that‘s why that came out with that strategy of claiming that our livestock
are sick, and they started shooting them. (LC9)
When they took away our cattle, they forced us to work for the farmer.
Before that, they were refusing because they were rich and having cattle,
they were farming and stuff like that. And, then, it was a strategy to
weaken them. If they burned those cattle, the people will remain poor and
they will go and work for the farmer. So, that was the strategy. (LC10)
Only two interviewees I spoke with agreed with the assertion that disease was,
indeed, a challenge that inhabitants of the Park faced,
Malaria yes, previously, it was killing a lot of people. (LC11)
There was a lot of disease in the Park. Malaria was a problem because you
cannottreat Malaria in a traditional way. So, they were drinking the water
from the rivers. It was another thing that was causing a lot of diseases
during those times. So, yes, diseases were there, but there were those that
were healed traditionally. (LC25)
Setting aside any questions concerning the validity of local residents‘ accounts,
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their views concerning historical populations that inhabited and were later removed from
the Park have framed their contemporary relationship with the Park in important ways.
More specifically, and as I will discuss in more detail in Chapter 8, many of the local
residents felt that they were morally entitled to receive compensatory benefits from the
Park as redress for the loss of land, livestock, and other property. With the fall of
Apartheid, this feeling of entitlement has successfully materialized through land claims,
employment opportunities, and other benefits associated with tourism. As some local
residents commented, though, the transformation has, in many ways, been realized
imperfectly.

Before and after Apartheid
It would be only half true to say that the forced removals of the first half of the
twentieth century have been the most important factor that has shaped the contemporary
relationship between the Park and local residents. As discussed above, the removals that
occurred under Apartheid engendered, at best, a deep suspicion of the Park, and at worst,
a fervent resentment for having been robbed of a better life. Since the fall of Apartheid in
1994, though, the relationship between the Park and local residents has ostensibly
undergone a transformation. As one Park staff member commented,
Well, I have to say that the past imbalances of our country whereby the
local or black people were not necessarily recognized as people per se
might have created the perception that we cannotallow these people to
come in. So, the Park was just seen as something that needed to be
protected. Actually, the people outside were mainly viewed as a threat
rather than as people that can contribute towards the establishment of the
Park. That created the no-touch type of perspective. Eventually, as things
started changing, as we moved to our era of democracy, a lot of people
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started having different thinking. They started realizing that, no, the local
people are not really a threat. They can actually contribute towards
building the park. (S3)
Democratization not only ushered in ―different thinking,‖ but also introduced an entirely
new management regime to the Park. David Mabunda became the Park‘s first black
warden in 1998, and many white, senior-level staff were replaced by black South
Africans. In keeping with the ―different thinking,‖ and as discussed in Chapter 2, the
Park established a Social Ecology unit in 1995 (which would later morph into the People
and Conservation department) and Community Forums in 2005 in an effort to forge
cooperative relationships with local residents. As evident, though, in my interviews with
local residents, some changes have been more pronounced than others.
The dramatic change in the management structure of Kruger was among the most
noticeable changes for some of the interviewees. As they commented, before 1994,
blacks were relegated only to back-breaking labor in the Park, but following the fall of
Apartheid, blacks were put in positions of considerable power within Kruger‘s
management structure,
… there is a vast difference between what is happening now and what was
happening in the past. In the past, before Apartheid, we were repressed.
We were given hard labor to be done. My brothers and I were once given a
task to make a road using a hoe. That was very hard to do. But, now we're
actually seeing some changes - black people are the ones managing the
Park and occupying the higher positions in the park. We can see that
change. (LC22)
Now it is better than before Apartheid because in the Apartheid days,
black people were just working as if they were slaves, but now they have
their rights. They can stand and say whatever they feel. That is the
difference which I see in KNP. (LC6)
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It would be reasonable to expect that democratization and the rise of blacks into Kruger‘s
upper-level management positions would translate to an increased attentiveness to
interests of the local, black residents. For some, this assumption has proven true.
In terms of access to the Park, some interviewees commented that, whereas before
Apartheid, they were simply not allowed to enter the Park, they now enjoy the same
access rights that anyone would. And, for many local residents, access is not important
only for the purposes of visiting the Park, but for traveling through the Park to visit
family members who were dislocated to Mozambique, as a result of forced removals in
the Park,
Before 1994 and after 1994, there is a change, of course, yes, because
before 1994, we were not having access to even go in or pass through the
Park to go to Mozambique so that we could visit our families. Maybe you
want to take your family to just visit the Park and go and observe the
wildlife there. It was not possible there before, but now they allow it.
(LC27)
Before 1994, we were not considered anywhere by the protected areas.
Look, now our schoolchildren are able to visit KNP free of charge, as long
as you make pre-arrangements. There are half-entry permits for the
community. For instance, if you visit KNP you are paying half price. You
will only pay R15 [approx. $2]. That was not happening before. (LC9)

Indeed, local residents have been given access to the Park that they never had during
Apartheid, and programs have been introduced that are designed to make Park visitation
more affordable to the local residents. Nevertheless, many of those that I spoke with, in
some cases despite wanting to visit the Park, cannot afford to do so,
Since that place was ours before, we would like to go to our place, but
then it is difficult for us now because you are supposed to pay when you
get there. It‘s not that easy for us to pay that money at the gate. But, we do
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want to go there and see our old places, because it was ours before.
(LC19)
Sometimes I use it, but not every time. It‘s tough to visit. You have to pay
for transport, you have to pay for a permit. It becomes expensive.
Sometimes, the kids or children go with schools, but I do not. It is too
much money. (LC32)
I go there often, but that is not typical for the people from my village. As
chief, I am able to go, but most of the people are too poor to go. The Park
started a program to charge the communities only 30 Rand [approximately
$4.25] to enter, while they charged the tourists 120 Rand [approximately
$17.00], I think. Thirty Rand is a good start, but it means nothing if you
want to stay overnight in the Park. If people in my village want to stay in
the Park, it costs 200, 300, 400 Rand. They do not have that money. The
Park likes to say that they‘re helping our communities go into the Park,
but they‘re only half helping – we need them to lower the rates for
accommodation. (LC3)
For at least one of the local residents I spoke with, though, cost was not as much of a
limiting factor as was what might be identified as a lost sense of place,
I no longer have any interest in going there, because things have changed.
I could not easily identify the places where we were staying, and it seems
that someone else took over and that it is no longer our place. It‘s someone
else‘s place, and I would not be free to walk there. (LC 20)
As Park historians have commented, Apartheid effectively destroyed
feelings of ownership towards the Park among local residents (see, e.g., Mabunda,
Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003, 14; Meskell 2005). But, despite being a necessary
step in the establishment of that ownership, the current, democratized framework
for providing access to local residents has not automatically translated to large
numbers of local residents visiting the Park. For instance, on a national level,
while black South Africans constitute 80% of the national population (South
Africa Census 2001), Park staff estimate that fewer than 20% of South African
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visitors are non-white (Kruger National Park 2007).39 Of the visitors randomly
sampled for the purpose of this study‘s survey, only 8.8% of the South African
respondents were black, and only 1.7% were local, black residents.40 In this way,
despite being identified as a central stakeholder to the management and
governance of Kruger, local residents do not enjoy the same opportunities to
experience Kruger other stakeholders do, which might be one factor contributing
to what is sometimes perceived to be very different views concerning the
management and governance of the Park.
The views and opinions of local residents are ostensibly gaining import
with the newfound interest in ―community involvement.‖ Increasingly, for
instance, public meetings are held where Park managers present potential Park
policies for comment, as was the case with drafting of the 2006 Management
Plan. For some of those I spoke with, these meetings and the fact that the
perspectives of the local residents are even entertained constitute a dramatic shift,
There is a great change. Let us be open. We cannot keep on criticizing
even when things are good. There is a change already. We are able to talk
about Kruger National Park unlike before, when we were not even
allowed. We are able to meet the managers of the protected areas, unlike
before. For instance, the public hearing about the Management Plan that
we recently had at the Protea hotel, to us it‘s very important. We highly
appreciated what they have done. That was not happening. They were not
consulting the public. Just because we have a meeting with them, that‘s a
very big change. We understand. Change is a growth. It‘s a process.
There is already a big change. (LC9)

39

No data are available on specific demographics by race. In the 2007 study, visitors were only
categorized as ―white‖ or ―non-white,‖ which would include black, Asian, Indian, coloured, etc.
40
The percentage of blacks (including local blacks) might be higher than these percentages, since the nonresponse rate among blacks could, for a number of reasons including language barriers, be higher among
blacks than whites.
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I think our involvement is good because now we cannot just look into
what happened in the past, we do not want to scratch on healing wounds
by saying we‘re not being considered for our feelings – we are. Now,
everyone is involved in making the plan something that is sustainable.
(LC7)
I think that the steps taken in involving all the stakeholders is a giant step
in the good management of the Park, because everyone must see the Park
as his own asset, so I think that it has been a good step. (LC8)
For some residents I spoke with, though, democratization and the rise of blacks to senior
management positions in the Park has not automatically translated to effective
involvement of local residents in decision-making processes,
Since Mabunda came into power, even as a black manager, there has not
been any communication with the communities. There is no more good
communication. After Apartheid, after 1994, it is very much worse. We do
not know why, maybe it is the management. You just cannotget anything
from the Park. It's very very bad. (LC12)
… it‘s still a passive participation. I think we have to fight against that
because, in fact, they just come and consult you and you make inputs, but
when they go, they throw it away and make their own decision. They say,
‗no, there are decision makers elsewhere.‘ I think it is important to involve
us in the process of decision making. (LC10)
I think Kruger has to do much more consultation now and then with the
community. If there is a relationship or communication now and then
between the community leaders and Kruger, that will help Kruger
National Park to be more successful and to have good relationships with
the community. People will see that as a benefit… after 1994, there has
been a bit of improvement in terms of communication, but it is still a
problem that started after 1994 when the whole of national parks started to
be in the process of privatizing some of the camps, and that has limited the
involvement of the people. So just after 1994 they were just about to get
the people involved, but because of privatization, it disturbed what Kruger
was planning to do in terms of involving the community. (LC14)

As illustrated in the excerpts, local residents offered a number of views concerning why
the nascent efforts to involve communities have not been effective. For some (see, e.g.,
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LC12 above), communication between Park managers and local residents has been more
of a problem than what they expected with black managers in the Park and, perhaps, even
worse than before democratization. As LC14 comments, the perception that
communication is degrading might be attributed to the Park‘s seemingly prioritized
attentiveness to concessionaires rather than local residents. Even when Park managers
and local residents are communicating, though, the value of that communication might be
diminished in the eyes of local residents when their input is perceived to be discarded by
managers (see, e.g., LC10 above).
At least on the surface, it is apparent that efforts to involve local residents have
increased since the fall of Apartheid, but the challenges that these emerging processes
face have been exacerbated and, perhaps the processes have even undermined, by the
aggressive efforts of surrounding private game reserves to provide benefits to and interact
with local residents,
We are surprised because the Park seems to not be interacting with us. It is
only these newly-developed private game lodges that are coming on board
to assist community members. But, the park is doing nothing at all. We
would like to be on board with the Park, and they should actually come
out and assist and make sure there is a very good relationship between
themselves and community members around the park. (LC19)
[The private game reserves] are doing something very important. Like
Londolozi through the Africa Foundation, they are building classes. They
are busy building kitchens with all the equipment in the schools. They are
plowing back. They are really doing something. There at the clinic …
there is a garden there. That was introduced by the Londolozi people. It
means they are plowing something back to the communities. (LC5)
I do not see a very serious change because, big as the Park is, there is
nothing that it is doing for the communities. The local game reserves are
involving and helping us much better. For instance, Londolozi, Singita,
they‘ve built some blocks at the school and that is very important. So, for
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the big park, we expected better than that, but they have done nothing.
(LC25)

While a number of local residents I spoke with viewed the current relationship with the
Park in a negative way, no one I spoke with harbored negative feelings concerning the
relationship with local, private game reserves. In fact, all of the residents I spoke with
who had past and continuing interactions with the private reserves felt that they were
providing an extraordinary level of benefits to the local residents including the
development of infrastructure, access to natural resources, and employment opportunities.
As I will discuss in more depth in the Chapter 10, the provision of these benefits may not
always be purely altruistic, but it has, nonetheless, contributed to shaping the current
Park-local resident relationship by giving rise to expectations among local residents of
similar interactions with and benefit provision from the Park.

Conclusion
The evolution of the relationship between the Park and local residents illustrates
that democratization, while ostensibly engendering legitimacy, also introduces layers of
complexity un-encountered under more oppressive regimes, such as Apartheid. In the
post-Apartheid era, local residents possess the freedom to seek redress for the
consequences of Apartheid policies that included forced removals from the Park, to
access the Park on the same footing as other visitors, and to be involved in decisionmaking processes of which they were once disenfrachised. While, in part, legitimating
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the Park, the introduction of local residents as a new constituency has introduced a
complex set of challenges that must be addressed.
Based on my interviews with local residents, the most important issues that need
to be resolved concern (1) the level and way in which local residents are involved in
decision-making processes and (2) the provision of Park-derived benefits to local
residents. Both of these issues come to head in questions concerning the legitimacy of
resource use in Kruger among local residents. In the next Chapter, I discuss
contemporary resource use in Kruger, including the types and levels of use currently
allowed, as well resources that are not permitted to be harvested but are of interest to
local residents.
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CHAPTER 6
CONTEMPORARY RESOURCE USE IN KRUGER NATIONAL PARK AND
RESOURCES IN DEMAND AMONG LOCAL RESIDENTS

Introduction
As seen from the perspective of local residents, their historical relationship with
Kruger has been frequently characterized by contention. Resulting from what is
perceived to be an often troubled past, the Kruger staff has increasingly aimed to provide
for many of the demands that local residents place on the Park. Such demands include
the allowance for increased participation in decision-making processes, assistance with
eco-tourism development, access to cultural sites in the Park, revenue sharing, and access
to natural resources in the park for subsistence purposes, among others.
A lot has changed in Kruger over the past several decades, but one feature that has
remained constant is that resource use has been a contentious issue for the Park. This is
particularly true when ―resource use‖ is defined broadly to include the use of natural
resources by Park staff and visitors, in addition to local residents. As a senior ranger
discussed in a 1957 memo to the Park Warden, the use of firewood by tourists and staff in
the Park had escalated out of control to where nearly 5,130 tons of firewood annualy
were being utilized by tourists alone (Kruger National Park 1957). This, combined with
the firewood used by ―native labourers,‖ rangers, and other staff, had resulted in an area
of 254 square miles being ―denuded completely‖ (Kruger National Park 1957).
According to the ranger,
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To sum up the disadvantages of wood fuel collected in the Park, it can be
seen that excessive mileage and collection costs make it an expensive
luxury, there is the wear and tear of the vehicles to be considered and
above all the overiding fact that we are robbing nature.
The Park‘s first Warden, Stevenson-Hamilton, also wrestled with the issue of resource
use when the National Parks Board ordered him to discontinue the sale of thatching grass
(used for constructing rooftops and other household items) harvested in the Park.
Stevenson-Hamilton believed the cutting, harvesting, and sale of the grass to be an
important and practical strategy in the Park‘s management portfolio,
...it has long been the established custom of the Board to derive a small
annual income from the sale of skins of animals killed by the staff in the
Park, which it might be considered is one less in accordance than the mere
sale of grass... The presence of long rank grass over hundreds of morgen is
inimical to the interests of grazing animals which refuse to remain in such
country, and moreover this 4 or 5 feet long grass near the road sides
blocks the view of the country and any game which may happen to be in
sight of visitors. Therefore, the only alternative to cutting would have
been to burn; a gratuitous waste of a valuable asset. (Kruger National Park
1943)
Over the course of the next fifty years, biodiversity protection became a higher
priority for the Park and the sale of resources to the public was discontinued (firewood in
the Park, for instance, is now brought into the Park from outside sources). However,
despite the evolution of Park objectives, as late as 1994, there were at least discussions of
abandoning the policy to harvest resources only when doing so would increase
biodiversity and adopting a market-oriented approach to harvesting resources, such as
grass and game, that could be sold to the public in order to generate operating funds
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(Novellie and Randall 1994). Discussed as it was, the market-driven policy was never
adopted, and instead the Park‘s policy remained grounded in the logic that,
... the policy that many of us would feel comfortable with is never to
introduce consumptive utilization of any organism in a national park if it
may have a negative effect on biodiversity, however slight. (Novellie and
Rarndall 1994)
For the most part, this policy has been effectively enforced in terms of the local
residents. With only a couple of rare exceptions, all extractive resource use (e.g.,
collection of firewood, thatch grass, medicinal plants, meat, etc.) among local residents is
currently prohibted. The same, though, has not necessarily been true in terms of Park
staff who, at varying levels, have been either officially or unofficially permitted to
harvest thatch grass, fruits, limited firewood, mopane worms, fish, impala, and building
materials such as sand and rock. Over the past couple of decades, the use of some of
these resources (e.g., impala) has been scaled back, but a considerable amount of use
among the staff still exists.
If the 2006 Kruger Management Plan is any indication, though, the Park‘s
no-use policy among local residents might be changing. According to a
―statement of intent‖ issued in the Plan,
SANParks recognise that they have been established to protect and
conserve areas of biological diversity. This is its primary mandate and all
other activities must be regulated by this goal. However, it also recognises
that as a national agency, SANParks must provide for the needs of all
citizens by generating an array of tangible and intangible benefits and
resources. (Kruger National Park 2006)
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The statement of intent in the Management Plan is consistent with the broader Protected
Areas Act of 1994 and a new SANParks policy, which in effect sanctions resource
utilization as a potential use of a national park. According to the statement of intent,
Kruger will craft a policy for resource use over the course of the next few years that will
―provide resources that are truly sustainable in the long-term, without compromising any
of the organizations biodiversity or other values‖ (Kruger National Park 2006). The
development of this policy will follow 14 ―feasibility‖ and ―implementation‖ principles
(see Appendix 3) that incorporate [a] ―precautionary approach,‖ ―cost-benefit analysis,‖
―adaptive management,‖ ―co-management,‖ and ―redress for past inequalities,‖ among
others (Kruger National Park 2006). Reflective of the ―adaptive management‖ approach,
the Park will experiment with the use of various resources over the next few years in
order to determine the mechanics of sustainable use. As the Park enters that adaptive
phase, and begins to construct a policy for resource use, there is a recognition that it will
be critical to understand precisely what resources are of interest to local residents, as well
as how the policy can be constructed in a legitimate way.

Resources currently of interest to local residents
While a policy for resource use is currently being developed in Kruger, as of right
now, there is nearly a blanket prohibition on any extractive resource use in Kruger among
local residents. According to Park staff,
As far as the communities go, [resource use] has been stopped. There is no
outside community that is allowed to come into the park to collect
anything. The only utilization that occurs is within the Park itself in the
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Skukuza community. That‘s going to be maybe for sedges to make mats
and then fishing. That‘s about it. (S24)
I would describe [the resource use policy] as a policy that really has not
been put into action yet. The stuff that‘s happening at the moment is more
ad hoc where the outside people do not really have legal access yet to the
resources. It‘s more of the internal stuff where we let our people use things
like sand, gravel, and so on. For the outside people, the policy has not
really been put in place yet… I do not think [resource use] happens that
often. (S27)

In the next chapter, I discuss in more depth the reasons why resource use has not been
viewed as a legitimate activity in the Park, but for now, suffice it to say that from a Park
staff perspective, resource use has historically been viewed as an activity that runs
counter to the Park‘s interest in preserving biodiversity. Despite this view, though, and
as S27 comments above, there have been and are certain ad hoc and infrequent requests
for resources that are granted.
Ad hoc requests for resources are typically made to a Park ranger who then passes
it along to the head of the Conservation Services department, who either approves or
denies the request. In the past, small groups were permitted to harvest thatching grass
(used for hut roofs) and firewood on a very limited basis, but these activities later became
a safety concern after several local residents who were collecting thatching grass were
killed in a wildfire in 2000. As a result, thatch and firewood collection were immediately
halted pending an investigation that has yet to be finalized. Despite this prohibition, local
residents do have access to firewood in the Park under very special circumstances –
according to the Park staff I spoke with, the only current request for resource use
consistently granted is a bakke-load (i.e., a pick-up truck-load) of firewood provided to
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the family of Park staff when either that staff member or someone from the staff
member‘s immediate family passes away,
At the moment, it‘s only focused on our own internal staff. We have
supplied firewood to local communities adjacent to Kruger specifically
when a staff member dies and a family is arranging the funeral. They often
request a bakke load of firewood. So, you often have these night vigils
beforehand and they would like to have a fire going, etc. That‘s not the
odd one that I can think of now. I cannotreally think of any other resource
use from outside the Park. (S9)
Anytime we give out firewood to communities like we have done in the
past, is when our own staff members have died, then there is a funeral in
the community, we give a bakke load of firewood. That‘s few and far
between, but it‘s getting more and more because of the HIV/AIDS
epidemic there are much more deaths than usual. (S23)
… the main use that occurs is for staff who have some family member that
has passed on, and they use quite a bit of wood. It‘s like a week of
mourning, and then they cook meat and they need fires. Basically, it‘s
mainly wood. (S21)
… there are requests by staff members or their families where the staff
member or someone from their family has died and they request wood. As
a goodwill gesture from our side, we‘ve allowed them wood in the past,
but then it became associated family members that died and do not work
in the Park. And, then a request comes through and eventually we had to
draw the line and said that it can only be for immediate family members.
They‘re also limiting it to a bakke load, but then you also have to stipulate
what type of bakke load, otherwise they‘ll pile it way up. Every meeting
with our rangers, that is one of the issues that came up – concerns from the
Rangers for firewood. (S9)
The extent to which the provision of firewood occurs throughout the Park is not recorded,
but the rangers I spoke with indicated that they receive and grant such requests for
firewood three to six times per year, though that number continues to increase with the
rampant HIV/AIDS infection rate.
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A significant, but infrequent, request for resource use in the Park that has been
granted was a request made by Chief Mdluli – whose community successfully claimed a
large chunk of land in the southwestern area of the Park, but is situated outside the Park –
for impala meat,
We also get requests from Chief Mdluli. He came last week with a request
that he wants something like 18 impalas or something like that for a
celebration. (S10)
Well, we've had requests for impala for some kind of festival or to do that
Chief Mdluli has arranged. And, he felt like he is entitled to it because his
land forms part of Kruger. The requests have been granted, but it‘s highly
debatable. (S9)
The occasional bakke-load of firewood for a funeral and Chief Mdluli‘s requests
for impala are the most notable instances where local residents have been allowed
to utilize resources from within the Park, but as my interviews with staff and local
residents demonstrated, there might be interest among local residents in much
broader access.
The perception among staff regarding demands for resources among local
residents is by no means uniform and appears to depend heavily upon a staff member‘s
day-to-day interaction with local residents. For instance, as a staff member who had
infrequent contact with local residents commented,
There is not that much pressure… we‘ve had requests from guys that are
on the Crocodile river, and they want to build something there – a house
or whatever – and they request some loads of sand from the river. It‘s not
a commercial thing. My impression is that it has been limited. Even the
requests for fishing, it has been fairly limited. (S27)
However, as another staff member who interacts with local residents on a regular basis
stated,
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Since I work with local communities, I hear a number of there requests
and the types of products that they want. You find that whenever you‘ve
got a meeting, even if the meeting is not necessarily about resource
utilization, they will come to you and approach you of the things that they
want to use in the Park. I constantly hear requests for firewood, the thatch
grass, mopane worms, lala palm leaves, skin hides… especially the
Xhosas are often asking if we can get a leopard skin, can get a lion skin.
Tradtional healers I know are interested in medicinal plants and animals
like hyenas. Let me tell you that each and every part in a hyena is intended
for medicinal purposes. Things like vultures, elephant dung, hippo dung,
baboons, all for medicinal purposes. (S3)
Based on my interviews with local residents, it would seem that the latter assessment is
most likely correct. Primarily speaking, local residents expressed a great deal of interest
in utilizing four main types of resources – firewood, meat, medicinal plants, and
thatching grass (See Table 6-1). There were, though, a number of other ―secondary‖
resources of interest that included fruit and mopane worms for consumption, sand for
building materials and construction, and water. Below, I discuss the views of local
residents and Park staff concerning each of the four primary resources currently of
interest to local residents.

Wood
Nearly all of the resources of interest to local residents were available outside the
Park at some point in time. However for a variety of reasons – including Apartheid-era
efforts to concentrate blacks in ―homelands‖ – many resources became exhausted to the
point they can no longer be sustainably utilized (Pollard, Shackleton, and Carruthers
2003, 434-436). In certain respects wood is one such example. As Rademan (2004)
found, there is not a significant difference in the types of woody species that are found
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Table 6- 1 Primary Resources of Interest to Local Residents
Wood

Uses

Firewood for
cooking &
heating
(replacing or
supplementing
electricity in
some cases)

Medicinal Plants

Thatching
Grass

Used by
sangomas to
treat local
residents

Roofing
material

Medicinal plants
and materials are
often endangered
or threatened.

Collection
might
facilitate
spread of
veterinary
diseases

Mats/rugs

Meat
Food
Ceremonial
use

Building
materials
Ceremonial use
Disruptive to
the Park‘s
nutrient cycle
Challenges
to Access

Inability to
provide enough
wood to
meaningfully
satisfy demand

Disease
transmission
through raw
meat
Inability to
provide
enough meat
to
meaningfully
satisfy
demand

inside and outside the Park, but there is a substantial difference in the structure of forests
– there are far more large trees inside the Park compared to outside the Park. As two
chiefs commented, because of the scarcity of wood, they are now having to resort to
cutting down trees to use and/or using small wood, which requires considerable labor to
collect,
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Actually, we have a large piece of land, but presently it‘s not that
sufficient for firewood because it has been exhausted. You‘ll find people
chopping those that are still wet, whereas we used to only use wood that
was dry. We do not have large trees like you find in the Park. (LC7)
We need big sticks for firewood. Right now, the women must collect
many, many little sticks, and they burn up quickly and not as hot. We need
big sticks. The big sticks get hotter, and they will last longer. Collecting
the firewood takes so much time because you have to collect many sticks.
If we could go in with trucks and get the firewood, the women would not
have to spend so much time collecting the little sticks. (LC2)

Despite the dwindling availability of wood, it continues to be in demand for a
variety of reasons. As described above, firewood is of considerable importance for
cooking, heating homes, and even keeping away insects,
It‘s winter it‘s cold. You remember in that time that if it was winter you
got whatever firewood you wanted. It was strong, then you burned it, and
you felt warm. So, if it can be possible for us to collect firewood, we
would want it. When we lived in the Park, we used those firewoods.
(LC31)
The wood for burning, because people need it to survive. People here use
wood every day, it‘s a necessity. We need it. People within our villages
use it to heat themselves and to cook or boil water. (LC4)
The firewood is very important. We need it to cook, to make water with,
and we use it to keep mosquitos away. (LC1)
On the surface, at least, it might seem odd that local residents would be dependent on
firewood, given that so many households – particularly in the southern region – are
electrified. As some local residents noted, though, access to electricity does not
guarantee that it can be widely used,
Most of our communities are electrified; however, firewood is something
very important for them because not all of them are electrified. And, even
when they are electrified, the cost of electricity is so high that they cannot
afford to use it for all tasks. So, what you might find is that people use
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electricity for lighting, but use wood for cooking and heating their homes.
(LC7)
Nowadays, you have to use electricity and money. We do not always have
it, and we must use wood. It is not that we feel we must use wood or that
we want to use wood; we just have to use wood. (LC30)

Beyond wood for firewood, some local residents expressed an interest in utilizing
wood for other purposes, such as building materials,
there is no wood here in Welwerdiend. [My husband] is making the handle
of an ax right now, but it‘s not that strong compared to wood that can be
found in the Park. (LC31)
I need wood for the poles for roof of this house. It‘s a kitchen. I need the
indigenous trees from the park because they are stronger and last longer.
And, I do not have to pay or have money to use them. The indigenous
trees in the park are good. You just take your ax and go to work. I could
choose the wood I want. (LC35)

For the most part, the Park staff did not view the collection of wood in the Park in
a favorable way. In fact, only two members of the staff that I spoke with even
entertained the prospect of wood collection beyond what is already permitted in terms of
firewood for funerals,
Collecting of wood, to a certain extent, we can allow that, and we could
allow that in certain areas of the Park where there is an abundance of
wood. We could allow people to harvest the wood, especially in the
northern part of the Park, we‘ve done that and we could do it in the
southern part of the Park, as well. Although it is not enough as far as the
demand from the people is concerned. (S10)
We used to let communities come into the Park to collect wood from the
edges of roads. Over years you get this curtain effect alongside roads.
We‘ve had that in the past where communities came and collected that
wood and made charcoal and so on. Unfortunately, it fell flat because of a
problem with contractors and so on. But, that is definitely something that
we can look at again. (S11)
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Both of these respondents were managers who are forced to balance the multiple
demands being placed on the Park. In contradistinction to these two views, most of the
staff members I interviewed felt that wood harvesting would be a problem for a variety of
reasons. Most importantly, interviewees felt that harvesting wood would upset the
nutrient cycle, which is dependent on decomposing wood, that harvesting would be very
difficult to control, and the fear that wood could not be harvested in a sustainable way,
Firewood harvesting could be a really problematic thing. People really
need it, but certainly I think it is a very important part of the nutrient
cycle. And, it‘s very important habitat for a lot organisms. So, if you allow
firewood harvesting over vast areas, it‘s going to change the whole
system. The wood on the ground plays lots of other roles. It‘s not like it‘s
just lying there and you think, ‗oh well, it will just burn.‘ It does not just
burn. The problem with allowing that is that it will be very difficult to
allow it selectively enough so that it does not affect the system. I would be
very hesitant to allow it. (S20)
I do not think it‘s a good idea, because as human beings, the minute they
say, ‗yeah, it‘s fine,‘ it‘s not going to be controlled and it‘s going to be out
of hand. It‘s going to be out of hand. I know that. (S28)
They would obviously like to get a hold of firewood. I mean you know
what the area looks like outside. The amount of wood extraction that has
taken place is completely unsustainable. Kruger is kind of this big
reservoir of wood that they think they can just harvest. (S9)

Irrespective of whether or not wood harvesting is appropriate in the Park, one staff
member that I spoke with commented that if, indeed, there is high demand for wood
among the local residents, then the Park would simply not be able to meet that demand.
Instead, allowing local residents to collect wood would only be a token gesture,
… everyone says, ‗people should be allowed to harvest things like
firewood and thatch grass inside the park. That would solve the problem.‘
[studies] have shown that there would not even be enough to be harvested
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inside the park to provide for the amount of people living outside. That
was important in that it showed that the Kruger Park is not going to be, or
these conservation areas are not going to be a solution for the poverty
problem. So, that‘s important. (S14)

For a variety of reasons, wood appeared to be a resource in the Park that local
residents have an expressed interest in. Even in communities with electricity, firewood
provides a cheap alternative for cooking and heating, and the large, indigenous trees
found inside the Park might serve as more effective building materials than the wood
found outside the Park. Nevertheless, while some of the staff are willing to entertain the
collection of wood, most are not. And, even if the Park allows for the collection of wood,
it might not be possible to meet the level of demand among local residents.

Medicinal plants and materials
Traditional healers, or sangomas, continue to play an important role in the
communities surrounding Kruger. Even though western-medicine clinics can be found in
many of these communities, treatment might often be too expensive, or some might not
place a great deal of faith in western medicine. As populations along the Park continue to
increase, and as the interest in traditional medicine remains steadfast, there remains an
interest in collecting medicinal plants and materials,
What he is saying that, of course, in the park there is a lot of important
medicinal plants that they would really need to get if that can be the case,
because a lot trees are in the park, and outside here people are cutting
down and chopping down trees for wood, for cooking, because we use
wood for cooking here. So, they do not have the medicine plants that they
would like to have for the sake of the health of the people, because a lot of
people have different problems and different diseases that could maybe be
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healed with a lot of trees that they do not have access to. There are a lot of
them in there. (LC25)
What is very important with the Park is that they can access the elephant
dung. The elephants have eaten almost each and every tree, which is very
important. That dung is very important. He can make medicine out of it.
Even mixing it with the oil of the lion. Mixing that together he can make
that. So, if somebody is mad, mentally disturbed, by that thing – mixing it
– he can be able to treat somebody who has been mentally disturbed.
(LC27)
There are some trees. We have got some sangomas. They were using those
trees to cure people in Welwerdiend with different diseases, but because
those trees are inside, they are failing to teach the young generation that
these trees cure these types of diseases. So, it‘s difficult. They would like a
chance to go inside with their kids or the new sangomas to show them all
of those types of trees for curing people. (LC30)

There are a variety of plants and materials that are of interest to the local sangomas, but
most of those that I spoke with were very guarded or vague in discussing specific plants
and materials of interest. For the most part, this was because they did not know the
English word for the plants and materials or those plants and materials were deliberately
kept secret. Nevertheless, as might be expected, the plants in the highest demand were
those that are rare and difficult to find outside the Park. One interviewee commented that
a square-inch of bark from the pepperbark tree, used to treat heart and lung diseases,
could fetch R300 (approximately $50) among sangomas.
In the case of plants and materials that are rare or endangered in the Park (e.g., the
pepperbark tree), there is little interest among Park staff in allowing sangomas to harvest
those plants and materials inside the Park,
… the one concern I have is medicinal plants from the wild, because even
though Kruger is big, there are some populations that are really tiny. I
know the gingers are quite sought after and the populations that we knew
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of, I do not know if they even exist anymore. Then there is the pepperbark
trees, and they are now under threat in Punda Maria. To me, it would be a
huge loss if we loss some of those due to overuse. We cannot let people
collect those species for medicinal purposes or any other purposes. (S2)
… there is two most sought after plants in the country, and both of them
occur in the park. Wild ginger and pepperbark. They‘re both very scarce in
the park, but we most certainly cannotallow them to collect them. (S13)
The possibility of further threatening already rare or endangered species is not the only
aspect of harvesting that worries some staff members. As some commented, the local
market for traditional plants and materials is small in comparison to the larger markets in
Johannesburg and Durban, and when valuable plants and materials, or muti as they are
called among sangomas, are in demand in those markets, there may be little interest in
conserving the resources,
The big medicinal plant demand is in Jo‘burg. There have been a couple of
studies that show what the demand is for at the muti market in Jo‘burg. It‘s
huge. The problem is, yeah, those guys are coming here to look for those
resources – especially in the far north – but it‘s not local people looking
for those resources. It‘s a commercial market driven by Jo‘burg. (S8)
The problem is that what has happened now is that there is a huge demand
for these type of plants and there are big markets in Johannesburg and in
Durban. The people that market those things could not care less where
they come from. They are not doing it the way that the old ritual requires
from them, which means they‘re not even trying to look after the resource.
Apparently, if the people from the local communities come to try and
protect those resources, they actually just get shot… But, that is the
biggest problem – yes, we actually have the resources, and it could
actually be one of the things that we did offer, but only if you can offer it
to people that will use it responsibly and that really need it. It would be
much nicer than trying to actually provide to a huge market in Jo‘burg.
That‘s why they started the nurseries. Originally, the sangomas would not
use the nurseries because they collect it from certain areas, but now the
guys in Jo‘burg could not care less where it comes from. (S20)
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As S20 discusses, separating the large-scale commercial use of medicinal plants and
materials from the local use would be an important concern if medicinal plants and
materials were allowed to be harvested from the Park. One of the more promising and
prominently discussed alternatives for accommodating local demand while not furnishing
other markets is to utilize the Park‘s nursery located in Skukuza to supply local sangomas
with medicinal plants. According to some local residents,
From the traditional point of view, it could be very important if the issue
of medicinal plants can be addressed, because there are a lot of people
dying. But, if they could get those medicinal plants, which are in the park,
they can be able to heal them. But, now they do not have an access to that.
But, if they could make it a point to grow those plants in the nursery, that
would be very helpful. (LC3)
We channel [the sangomas] to where they go and see the nursery, because
we are having the nursery at Skukuza. So, the nursery is the one where
they are going to get all the trees that they want. That really helps them
most. (LC5)
Nurseries are also a good idea. They can give them access so that they can
go and have those products. Then, also, they make sure they get those
plants they need to make sure they have a project outside where they plant
them, so that they can plant those trees and they look after them so that in
the future they can have what they need from that orchard. (LC9)

As LC9 discusses in the last excerpt, nurseries might serve not only as a supply for
immediate use, but also as a source for establishing ―medicinal orchards‖ in lands outside
the Park. While nurseries do provide some promise for resolving demands related to
medicinal plants and materials, there are some sangomas who reject the idea. According
to these sangomas, plants grown for medicinal purposes in nurseries are devoid of the
spiritual qualities that make them effective as medicines,
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In terms of the nursery, they are saying it‘s not good because it‘s not the
same. You may have to go like maybe 20 kilos to get to that very tree that
you need. It sometimes comes as a dream to say, ‗go and get this kind of
tree, in this direction, in this place.‘ You never know about that tree
before, but then as a dream, it comes to you and tells you the use of that
tree and you go straight to it and get it as you‘ve been directed by the
dream. So, for nursery, it can be another option, but what they think is
important is to get access and if they can … go in there and dig for the
plants… (LC25)

Beyond beliefs concerning the spiritual potency of nursery-raised plants, sangomas may
also scoff at the idea of a nursery, since the establishment of a nursery would require
identifying plants that are used in their medicines, which some sangomas are unwilling to
do,
It seems that there are big scares of sharing their knowledge in terms of
these medicinal plants because they say ‗no, no – this is my stuff and you
must know your stuff‘. So, they are a bit scared of sharing such
information… (LC8)

Park staff, while recognizing the apprehensions of some sangomas concerning the
establishment of nurseries, are skeptical of the validity of those apprehensions and
believe that attitudes among sangomas are changing,
Nurseries seem to work. It‘s bullshit that you have to get this stuff from
nature. The people cross a threshold and they‘re quite happy with nursery
plants. They‘re becoming acceptable. (S1)
Attitudes are changing. You see there is an understanding now that
whether this thing has been grown in the nursery or it has been grown in
the wild, it is still the same. There is no difference. But, in the past, there
was always that belief that no it‘s not genuine if it has been grown in a
nursery. They would like to get it in the wild, but at the end of the day, the
mechanism and composition is still exactly the same. It does not make any
difference, and there is a realization. The good thing now is that traditional
healers have got their associations. In these associations, there are people
who are very much enlightened in terms of the medicinal plants and all of
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the other stuff that pertains to these plants. It makes our work easier to
work through their associations than to work with individual traditional
healers. Individual traditional healers might have their own beliefs, but
when they come together as a collective, then it‘s easier to deal with them.
(S10)
From what I‘ve read in literature, [the argument concerning the spiritual
potency of nursery plants is] a poor argument. That‘s a perception on their
side, but where guys have looked at the chemical constituents and so on,
there is no difference. So, their argument is poor. It‘s poorly motivated.
It‘s a perception, but I‘m sure if you could convince them that this stuff
grown in a nursery, artificially propagated, is as good as what you get in
the bush, I‘m sure they‘ll swing. It‘s in their interest. It‘s easier to get then
and there is no risk of getting caught or doing something illegally. Or
having the struggle of searching and searching and searching. You search
the whole day and you find two specimens, whereas you go to a nursery
and you say, ‗I want five of that.‘ Finished. Done. You see what I mean.
The ease of access. (S13)

Perhaps unlike what is the case with the collection of wood from Kruger, there
does seem to be a possibility that Kruger is willing to allow access to medicinal plants
and materials, if only vis-à-vis a Park nursery. However, in doing so, they will likely
exclude use among those who maintain that only ―wild‖ plants or materials can supply
the potency that they expect. Moreover, little has been done to understand how demand
for medicinal materials other than plants, such as elephant dung, mentioned above, might
be supplied.

Thatching grass
Grass for thatching rooftops, rugs, and other household items, as well as for
burning, was mentioned less frequently as a resource in demand compared to firewood
and medicinal plants, but is still an apparent demand,
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We would really like to have the long grass. When you burn it, is good for
keeping mosquitos away. You see, we‘re in a risk[y] Malaria area. I‘ve
been here for 14 years, but I‘ve never had it. My family has, but I have
not. I‘m lucky. (LC1)
We need thatching grass because we have got people who are poor and
cannot afford to pay for grass from other places. We‘ve got refugees from
Mozambique living here, although they are no longer refugees because
they have been here for more than ten years. They started arriving here in
1986 and they are very poor. They have no jobs. You will see them
pushing wheel barrows filled with grass over long distances because the
thatching grass is very hard to find here. They want grass for thatching.
(LC9)
The thatching grass - we use it for many things. We make mats out of it;
we build our rooftops with it. Some people burn it to keep away
mosquitos. It is really important to us, but we do not have much of it here
anymore. We have use it all, but the Park still has some, and it would be
very good if we could get some of that. (LC10)

As briefly discussed above, at one time, local residents had been allowed to come
into the Park and gather thatching grass, but those activities were halted in the
wake of a fire that swept through the Park killing some of those harvesting grass,
… they got an agreement once, but it was probably not very well
documented. They said, yeah, it‘s fine as long as the ranger organizes it…
people would come… They would not even actually come in through the
gate. They would come in through a separate entrance… they were given
permission to camp out in the bush, in the Pretoriuskop area, and then they
had a whole lot of thatch that they would collect. I think they would come
back for three or four nights and then go back and a truck would come
back and get all of the thatch and take them all out again. Then there was a
big fire… That‘s the one where I think there were about 19 people killed
in the Park… There is been a huge, big investigation about it, actually.
(S14)
Some staff believe, though, that the harvesting of thatch can resume in the Park
and that it would actually be easy to manage if properly organized,
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I suppose harvesting of grass, traditionally, has been done in the
Pretoriuskop area for centuries. It‘s really quite easy to manage it. (S25)
Probably what you would do is rotational cropping and not just use the
same area. And, apparently, in Nduma [a local private game reserve], the
community was involved in setting up the park, and one of the things that
they offered them was thatch grass. So, they‘re utilizing that now and
they‘re forcing them to utilize the same patch all the time. And, that will
decrease production. So, as long as you a rotational cutting, I really cannot
see that it can be bad. (S20)
I think for them to use thatch grass, it must actually be very good. It‘s
either humans cutting it or fire is burning it. So, I do not think it‘s bad.
How you handle it or whatever, you‘ve got to think about, but I really
cannotsee that it will be detrimental at all. It‘s just another resource that‘s
removed in any other way. (S19)

At least one other staff member, though, maintains that it is naïve to believe that
thatch grass harvesting will ever be allowed in Kruger again. Rather than being
prohibited on the basis of immediate safety in the Park, veterinary concerns may be a
more serious concern,
I suggested a while ago, before this foot and mouth outbreak up in the
northern part of the park – outside actually – which originated from the
buffalo inside the park… I had a suggestion going well until, as I said, that
outbreak – instead of burning our western boundary sage like we do every
year, we should allow the community members to come in and harvest the
grass. Cut it, and they can use the grass either for fodder for their cattle or
to build houses, depending on the species that they would cut. It would kill
two flies with one stone. But, because of the possibility of transmitting
foot-and-mouth through the grass to livestock outside the Park, it is
impossible for any such things to happen. It would have worked well I
think… The veterinary services are very strict. I mean if you talk of foot
and mouth, you see their faces change in a second from being friendly to
being very serious. Foot and mouth is no joke to domestic cattle. They can
close down your exports for a country completely if that gets out of hand,
costing the country, of course, unnecessarily a huge loss. (S17)
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While in principle, then, some staff are amenable to the possibility of harvesting
thatching grass from the Park, it may not be feasible to do so based on the veterinary
risks.

Meat
Most of the more prevalent requests for resources in the Park are for resources
that are used for household purposes (e.g., building materials, firewood, grass for mats,
etc.) or medicinal purposes, but there was also significant interest in more directly
consumptive resources, such as meat. For the most part, there is very little wildlife
outside of the Park that can be hunted for meat, and there is not enough livestock raised
to supply meat to all of those who want it. As a result, the Park is seen by some local
residents as a bountiful reserve of meat,
We‘re very hungry man. Did you drive to Punda Maria? It‘s a very
hungry place. The need the meat and they need the wood to cook their
food, and they need the thatch for their houses or plants for illness. The
Park has so much, but we have so little. Cannotthey help us? We need it
bad – we are starving. We know that the Park is thinking about culling the
elephants. Could not they let us have the meat? Elephant will feed a lot
of people. Impala would also be good. We need the meat. (LC1)
So, to mention meat. We do not have access to meat. We used to live
through hunting some years back. Grey duiker meat, impalas, even the
kudu – it was a very nice meat to us. But, then at this time, we do not have
access to that, and you cannoteven get it from the shop. So, that is another
very important thing that the community can benefit from. (LC25)
Long before, there was no permission… If you wanted an impala, it was
free – you were to choose that today I want an impala. Or I could kill a
warthog. I would be happy if I could go to KNP and they would welcome
me with all different kinds of meat I used to be able to get. The meat is
very good, and we would enjoy to have it. (LC30)
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People do go and buy the meat because they like it. They grew up and they
know that this one is very nice. If someone does not give that access, they
do not understand it. If that can be done, I think it will eliminate poaching
because people will have access. (LC9)
For some local residents, the need for meat or for financial gain, as described below, has
driven them to poach wildlife inside the Park. As the second excerpt below illustrates,
though, poaching may not necessarily be viewed as a crime among local residents.
Instead, it may be viewed as a practical strategy that both provides for the needs of the
local residents and assists in controlling what is perceived to be burgeoning wildlife
populations,
Sometimes, people who live near the fence go in to get the meat anyway.
They get them, and then they drag them through the tunnels. They also get
firewood and other plants, but they mainly get meat. It‘s very dangerous to
go inside the Park, and people will only risk it for meat… You see, it is
very dangerous to go into the Park under the fence. There are the animals,
but there are also the rangers. It is true that the rangers can be more
dangerous than the animals. It‘s dangerous, and people are not able to take
out very much impalas. And, only a few people do it. So, when they come
out with the meat, they are the ones who eat it. Sometimes, they sell it to
other people for money. But, only people with money can get the impalas.
So, you either have to have money or you have to go into the Park to get
the impalas. Most people do not do these things, so they do not get meat.
(LC2)
In our tradition, we believe that if I go hunting, it‘s not a crime, because
the animals do not belong to anybody. As long as I go and hunt and then
use the meat, it‘s not a crime. But, when I come and steal your pen, it‘s a
crime, because you bought it, you own it, you have ownership of that. So,
but, to manage your natural resources sustainably, there must be a
mechanism of controlling that. Let us have access for game meat like
some other private nature reserves. (LC10)
There are too many impala in the Park – we could use that impala. The
Park likes to claim that it is natural, but the impala entirely unnatural.
Allowing us to kill the impalas for meat would make it more natural. The
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park does not want to let us do that. Instead, they let the lions come out
and kill our cattle instead of the impala. (LC4)
Access to meat, then – particularly from impala and other antelope in the Park – would be
highly valued among some local residents. And, for many, it‘s valued enough already
that they choose to harvest it illegally. Notwithstanding the expressed desire to have
meat from the Park, there were very different views among Park staff regarding such use.
According to one staff member,
If you ask people, they‘ve seemed to have changed their ideas around
meat. So, a couple of years ago, this was the place that there was meat.
They do not see it that way anymore and that‘s probably largely to do with
the fact that we do not cull and sell meat anymore. So, now people do not
recognize this as a source of meat, which is a bit of an irony. What that
shows us is historically, we are actually creating the demands and creating
the perceptions by what we do. So, as soon as we stopped culling and
stopped selling meat, all of a sudden we‘re not the place where their‘s
meat. (S8)
According to this excerpt, the demand for meat is purely a function of supply – if it is
supplied, then it will be demanded; cut off the supply, and it is no longer demanded. The
views of other staff, however, more closely parallel the responses I received from local
residents,
You go to town, though, and there is loads of people – they work at the
bank, they work anywhere – they will ask you where they can get meat.
They see your [SANParks] clothes on and they want meat. They even
work, but they want meat from us. They do not see anything else in
Kruger than meat. Even medicinal plants, thatch, sand, wood, it‘s small in
demand, but meat… They do not care. They do not even think of thatch or
medicinal, or nothing. They see Kruger as one big cow. (S5)
One of my colleagues used to joke, but I saw in his joke that he was quite
serious, he saw impala as fresh meat. It was not that he saw that he had a
right to come into Kruger and get impala – he just saw it as fresh meat
walking around. ‗I‘m hungry and I want fresh meat type of thing.‘ That
was one insight that he gave to me in that sort of way. (S2)
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I remember once at Makuleke, very near Punda Maria, outside the Park.
An elephant had got out of the Park and I shot it there and the official
there with me told me that chop the tusks and get the hell out here,
because when the people get in here with their knives and things, you will
not have enough field rangers to protect the carcass. Low and behold, six
people ended up in the hospital that day. I start cutting and you start
cutting the same piece of meat, so I just give you a bit of my knife in your
arm to get you out of my way and that type of thing. It becomes very
serious. The magic word is, ‗nyama‘ – meat. (S17)
Most of the staff who viewed meat as being in high demand among local residents
interact with them on a regular basis and claimed to be familiar with the types of
resources that were of interest to them, whereas the staff who were unfamiliar with meat
as a demand among local residents or did not believe it to be in high demand occupied
positions where interaction with local residents was infrequent. Consequently, it seems
likely that – based on the assessments of those who regularly interact with local residents
– meat is an important resource of interest. As with thatching grass, though, providing
meat to local residents raises serious veterinary concerns. Meat has been provided to a
local chief for ceremonial purposes, but because diseases can be transmitted through raw
meat, it cannot be distributed uncooked to the local residents,
… the veterinary laws do not allow fresh meat to go out of the park – it
has to be cooked. In fact, in the days of elephant culling, they used to have
huge pots in Park where they would cook, boil the meat because of the
veterinary requirements to give to adjoining communities – not raw meat –
no animal product is allowed to go out. Bugs or skins or anything – it has
to processed inside the park according to veterinary specifications because
of the danger of taking diseases out… you could allow meat to go outside
the Park, but it would have to be slaughtered in the Park and processed at
the processing plant and then passed out, unless the agricultural
department changes their laws, which I cannot see them doing because
its… especially a source of foot and mouth. (S13)
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It is reasonable to assume that a processing operation, where wildlife in the Park are
slaughtered and cooked, would require a significant amount of financing and would
require a large number of animals being harvested for the operation to, perhaps, even
meet the overhead of their costs. But, even if wildlife were harvested as a source of meat,
there is some doubt among the staff that enough meat could be provided to satisfy the
demands of local residents,
If the need for meat is really demand-driven, we will not be able to meet
it. Even if we go on, say for instance let‘s use the elephant culling as an
example, even if we go full out and we cull 1,500 elephant per year, if you
take all of the people that live on our boundaries, it will just provide a little
bit of meat for everybody. (S11)
We should not come out and shoot two hundred impala a month to give to
everyone on the boundary, because they‘re going to eat it and they‘re still
going to be saying, ―more, more, more.‖ I do not think you‘re going to
satisfy their needs. (S23)
I do not think you can resolve it. There are just too many people. Even if
we cull 90 percent of the wildlife population… it will not provide for the
need that's out there. (S25)
Perhaps, then, as is the case with firewood, the need for meat is significant enough that
any provision – with the exception of isolated requests – would only be a token gesture.
As a consequence, the benefits of establishing a processing operation in the Park may not
outweigh the costs. And, even if the benefits did outweigh the costs, hunting – whether
by staff or local residents – in order to provide meat might not be allowed simply because
some staff feel that hunting should not occur in a national Park,
In a national park, we do not hunt at all. Hunting is out of the question, we
cannot allow hunting in a national park. Killing of animals definitely is a
no-go. (S10)
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People do not understand the economics of hunting. I‘m totally against
hunting within the National Park. There is nothing wrong with drinking,
but you do not go drinking in the church. There is nothing wrong with
hunting, but do not go hunting in the National Park. But, along our
boundaries, utilize it… . When you‘ve got no wealth, how do you uplift
the poverty? Then, you‘ve got to go to desperate measures like hunting
your national parks and the rest of it. I do not believe we need to hunt at
this stage, though. There will always be people who are not entirely
happy, and there will always be poor people in the world. (S23)

Conclusion
Based on my interviews with local residents, there appear to be four primary types
of resources that are of interest to local residents – wood, medicinal plants and materials,
thatching grass, and meat – and a number of secondary resources of interest, such as
water, fruit, fishing access, sand and gravel, etc. In terms of wood, some local residents
would like access to the resource for cooking and heating, as well as for building
materials. Medicinal plants and materials were of interest primarily among local
sangomas for both local use and potentially and for selling to urban markets. Some
residents would like to collect thatching grass for roofing material. Meat (e.g., impala or
buffalo) for consumption was an important resource of interest for a number of local
residents that I spoke with. Notwithstanding local residents‘ interests in collecting
resources from the Park, there were, as illustrated in Table 6-1 and discussed in this
Chapter, several potential challenges to implementing access to those resources.
Resource use has been an important and challenging issue in Kruger since the
Park was first established more than eighty years ago. While resource use has always
occurred in varying forms among Park staff and visitors, it has been permitted only
sparingly among the residents in surrounding areas. With democratization and new
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protected area legislation in place, though, the Park must entertain a host of new demands
– including those related to resource use – expressed by the local, black constituency.
While some staff believe that local residents have little interest in collecting resources,
most, and in particular those who work closely with local residents on a regular basis,
believe the interest to be significant. As such, the Park has crafted a ―statement of
intent,‖ included in the 2006 Management Plan, that will serve as the foundation for the
resource use policy. One important task in the further development of this policy is to
gain an understanding of the resources of interest.
Just as important as identifying what resources are of interest to local residents, it
is equally critical to understand why local residents, as well as other stakeholders, believe
it is appropriate (or inappropriate) to collect and utilize those resources. In other words,
how do different groups conceptualize the legitimacy of resource use? The case of
medicinal plants provides a case-in-point. As an important initial step in confronting the
resource use issue, medicinal plants have been identified as a resource of interest. To
understand how that interest or need may be satisfied, it‘s necessary to understand how
the different stakeholders legitimate its use. For instance, some Park staff and sangomas
maintain that a Park nursery would provide a pragmatic source of medicinal plants for
surrounding communities, but others argue a nursery might be morally unsuitable insofar
that it does not align with their belief that medicinal plants must come from natural
settings. Thus, what might have been initially viewed as an effective, well-intended
resolution to demands for medicinal plants might, in fact, be perceived as illegitimate
among local sangomas.
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The history of the Park-people relationship is a testimony to the assumption that
legitimacy may be an important determinant of a regime or policy‘s robustness over the
long-term. As discussed in Chapter 2, for example, the Apartheid-era policy of excluding
blacks from the Park fell precisely because of its illegitimacies on a number of levels. In
the next chapter, I discuss how Park staff, Park visitors, and local residents conceptualize
the legitimacy of resource use. Based on the interview and survey data, it is evident that
different groups legitimize resource use in different ways, and that those varying
conceptualizations have important implications for Kruger‘s developing resource use
policy.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCEPTUALIZING THE LEGITIMACY OF RESOURCE USE
IN KRUGER NATIONAL PARK – KRUGER STAFF

Introduction
Like many issues concerning the management and governance of protected areas,
the complexity of resource use is compounded by both the number of groups with a stake
in the issue and their varied conceptualizations of its legitimacy. While local residents
are the primary group with an interest in utilizing resources from the Park for subsistence
purposes, the views of Park staff (as the implementing agency) and Park visitors (whose
experiences in the Park might be impacted by resource use) are equally important. As a
result, in this Chapter, I organize my discussion of the legitimacy of resource use into
three parts – one each for Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors. Within each part, I
present the results of the data analysis concerning the underlying values that each group
assigns to Kruger, their conceptualizations of the substantive and procedural legitimacy
of resource use, and the connection between the groups‘ assigned values and those
conceptualizations.
As evident in this Chapter and illustrated in Figure 7-1, Park staff, whether
through an interview or survey, conceptualized the legitimacy of resource in very
different ways. For most staff members their values were heavily rooted in corporate
(SANParks) value, Park mandates, and Park objectives. These values, though, gave rise
do different rationales for either legitimating or illegitimating resource use. Substantively
speaking, many Park staff felt that resource use would be a legitimate activity because it
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Legitimacy
of resource use

Procedural considerations

Legitimating rationales:
Consultation over comanagement

Substantive considerations

Legitimating rationales:
A balanced approach
to fulfilling the
Kruger‘s mandate
Moral responsibility
to provide benefits
A strategic tool for
meeting the needs of
local residents and
Park objectives

Illegitimating rationales:
Moral responsibility
and the rationale for
Parks
The need for
precaution in the face
of uncertainty
The inability to meet
demands for
resources

Corporate and conservation values
Park mandates
Park objectives

Figure 7- 1: A model of Park staff conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use
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would provide a balanced approach to fulfilling their mandate, and it would provide a
strategic tool for meeting the needs of local residents. Other staff, though, felt that
resource use would be illegitimate because utilizing resources in the Park was morally
irresponsible. In terms of procedural considerations, most all of the staff that I spoke
with favored a consultative approach over a co-management approach. However, as I
will discuss in this and the following two chapters, the substantive conceptualizations of
legitimacy and others are not necessarily irreconcilable, and there might exist
opportunities for developing and implementing a policy for resource use that is generally
conceived to be legitimate.

Kruger staff and the legitimacy of resource use
It is reasonable to assume that, for most issues concerning the governance and
management of protected areas, it is unlikely that all groups with a stake in those issues
will conceptualize the legitimacy of any related actions or policies in the same way. But,
as demonstrated in my interviews with the Kruger staff, the same is also true for what, on
the surface at least, might appear to be a relatively homogenous group. Perhaps more than
either of the other two groups I interacted with the Kruger staff were somewhat divided
in terms of their perceptions of the legitimacy of resource use. It is true that much of this
division might be attributed to the after-effects of South Africa‘s democratization,
including both the rise of black South Africans to senior level management positions in
the Park and the incorporation of more benefit-oriented Park values. If anything, the
results of interviews with Park staff illustrate that conceptualizations of legitimacy are

186

complex and are fundamentally shaped by underlying values and contextual
considerations.

A brief look at Kruger’s integrated conservation-values
As discussed in Chapter 3, the judgment or perception of an action as legitimate is
likely to be fundamentally rooted in the congruence of that action with the judging or
perceiving entities‘ system of ―values, norms, and beliefs‖ broadly defined and more
narrowly defined in terms of the specific issue and action in question. Consequently, if
an action is to be viewed as legitimate by those groups with an interest in that particular
action, then to a degree, it must comport with their respective systems of ―values, norms,
and beliefs.‖ Values41, though, provide not only the basis for a framework against which
the legitimacy of an action is evaluated, but also an explanation for how legitimacy is
constructed. The biodiversity values (in addition to others) that SANParks espouse, for
instance, explain why governance and management actions geared towards enhancing
biodiversity in the Parks they administer are viewed as legitimate. In terms of both
Kruger and SANParks, there are a number of values that govern their administration. In
Chapter 2, I discussed how the contemporary management and governance of Kruger is
driven not only by biodiversity values, but also by ―transformation values‖ or ―people
values‖ that emphasize the importance of such ideals as entrenching democracy in
Kruger, equity, stakeholder engagement, and benefit-provision, among others. These sets
41

For the sake of brevity and to avoid a prolonged discussion of the contested (and sometimes circular)
distinguishing factors of values, norms, and beliefs, I refer to this collective system throughout the
remainder of the dissertation as simply ―values.‖ From a sociological perspective, values as I refer to them
in this dissertation, may be thought of as abstract ideals that represent beliefs about ideal modes of conduct
and goals (Rokeach 1968).
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of values, then – e.g., biodiversity values, people values, tourism values, etc. – come
together to form the system of values, which ―guide the formation of principles for
decision-making and action‖ (South African National Parks 2006).
That these value-sets form a system does not automatically imply they do not
compete or conflict with one another. Some values that drive the Veterinary Science
department in Kruger (e.g., preventing the spread of communicable diseases), for
example, might clash with values espoused by the People & Conservation department
where, for instance, distributing meat from the Park to local residents may be deemed a
desirable activity. In a Park such as Kruger, then, where there are numerous departments,
each with it‘s own set of explicit or implicit values, the system of values is inherently
complex, and at times, contradictory. Consequently, it is, perhaps, difficult for the
Kruger administration to act in such a way that is viewed as legitimate from the
perspective of all its staff and departments (not to mention its diverse constituencies).
As a micro-society in and of itself, the Kruger administration is just as susceptible
to issues of power – and hence the domination of certain value sets – as the broader
society is. Historically, the scientific services and conservation services departments,
which oversee scientific and ranger activities in the Park, have wielded considerable
power in shaping the governance and management of the Park. The People &
Conservation department, though, as an emerging department arguably exercises less
power, but their clout seems to be increasing in the current, transformative management
era, as more ―people-oriented policies‖ are adopted and/or considered. Notwithstanding
its progressive import in the administration, there have been efforts to safeguard the
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values associated with the Department by developing a set of ―integrated‖ values for
Kruger that incorporate a spectrum of values into sets of corporate and conservation
values (see Table 7-1), thus unifying people-values with other values associated with
biodiversity and tourism.

Table 7- 1: SANParks Corporate and Conservation Values
Corporate Values
1. We shall demonstrate leadership in all we do

Conservation Values
1. Respect the complexity, as well as the richness and diversity of
the socioecologicalsystems making up each national Park and the
wider landscape and context. Respect the interdependency of the
formative elements, the associated biotic and landscape diversity,
and the aesthetic, cultural, educational and spiritual attributes.
Leverage all these for creative and useful learning.

2. We shall embrace, and be guided by environmental ethics in
all we do
3. We shall promote transformation within, and outside of the
organisation

2. Strive to maintain natural processes in ecosystems, along with
the uniqueness, authenticity and worth of cultural heritage, so
that these systems and their elements can be resilient and hence
persist.

4. We shall strive for scientific and service excellence at all
times
5. We shall act with professionalism at all times
6. We shall adopt, and encourage initiative and innovation by all

3. Manage with humility the systems under our custodianship,
recognising and influencing the wider socio-ecological context in
which we are embedded.

7. We shall treat all our stakeholders with equity and justice
8. We shall exercise discipline at all times
9. We shall show respect to all
10. We shall act with honesty and integrity
11. We shall strive for transparency and open communication at
all times

4. Strive to maintain a healthy flow of ecosystem and cultural
goods and services (specifically preserving cultural artefacts),
and to make these available, also through access to national
Parks, thereby promoting enjoyment, appreciation and other
benefits for people
5. When necessary, intervene in a responsible and sustainable
manner, complementing natural processes as far as possible,
using only the level of interference needed to achieve our
mandate.
6. Do all the above in such a way as to preserve all options for
future generations, while also recognizing that systems change
over time.
7. Finally, acknowledge that conversion of some natural and
cultural capital has to take place for the purpose of sustaining our
mandate, but that this should never erode the core values above.

Source: (South Africa National Parks 2006)
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The interest in integrating the diversity of values held throughout Kruger‘s
administration might be explained by a number of rationales, but, based on discussions
with Park staff, most likely it would seem that (a) the assumption was made that a holistic
approach to conservation would require a holisitc framing of values and (b) that the
compartmentalization of values might pit values, and hence departments, against one
another to where the stronger of the departments would inevitiably see their policies or
actions put into place at the expense of other values,
Just recently, we put pressure on those guys to work on a corporate,
integrated set of core values. That was after some pressure, because there
was just an assumption that core values would be biodiversity values, and
we have to work against that assumption. In terms of the corporate picture
of the organization, the understanding is that there must be a balance.
(S16)
Now, we‘ve just revised the values… [T]here were tourism values…
There were biodiversity values. We went into the Executive Committee
meeting, the People & conservation group argued that they did not want
their own set of values anymore. They did not want People & conservation
values. They did not think it served our interest if there were biodiversity
values, tourism values, and People & Conservation values. They just
wanted one set of integrated values. So, we met… and actually came up
with these seven [conservation] values, which are the underlying values
which we think drive us. (S1)
We had a very smart man sitting at head office, and he said ‗you
cannothave different values and different principles for different
functions.‘ What you need is organizational values, because if you have
biodiversity values and People & Conservation values, and tourism values,
they‘re going to clash. And, we saw that, but did not have any kind of
power to do anything about it. So, we said we‘ll just create the values and
sort out afterwards the hierarchy of values. How do you pit two values
against each other when they‘re conflicting and they do not integrate. So,
we‘re also trying to work away from talking about balancing, because
balancing implies a fulcrum where there is two positions and you‘re
compromised and there is no winner. (S8)
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The corporate values developed by SANParks are intended to be general values
that all organizations should espouse (e.g., professionalism, leadership, respect, etc.), and
it is, rather, the conservation values that are likely to have the most significant impact on
the management of Kruger. If those values are any indication, social considerations will
play an important role in that management – almost all of the seven conservation values
contain a social element. Conservation values 1 and 3, for instance, posit that Kruger is
part of a much broader social-ecological system, where the interdependency of the
elements (e.g., local residents, visitors, the Park itself, the broader South African
citizenry, etc.) must be respected, and as a result of the inherent complexity, the Park
must be managed with ―humility.‖ Conservation value 4, moreover, states that there
should be a healthy flow of goods and services to Park constituencies in order to promote
enjoyment and appreciation of the Park. Taken together, the values are a refinement of
Kruger‘s broader mission,
to maintain biodiversity in all its natural facets and fluxes, to provide
human benefits and build a strong constituency and to preserve as far as
possible the wilderness qualities and cultural resources associated with the
Park. (Kruger National Park 2006)
Under this rubric, it would seem that resource utilization – as a good and service made
available to a local constituency – would be a legitimate activity in Kruger. That is,
resource use is congruent or comports with the values that Kruger has adopted (see, e.g.,
conservation value 4) and might further the pursuit of its mandate (i.e., providing human
benefits and building a strong constituency). At the same time, though, it is, perhaps, just
as legitimate to prohibit resource use if it is possible that resource use would upset the
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sustainability of natural processes in Kruger (see, e.g., conservation values 2, 6, and 6 and
the ―maintenance of biodiversity‖ in the mandate).
For Kruger, issues such as resource use, present a complex challenge to the Park‘s
values and mandate – what is the (yet to be articulated) hierarchy of values that S8
discusses in the excerpt above? When the Kruger administration‘s values conflict, what
takes precedence – biodiversity values or people values? Should some biodiversity or
―natural processes‖ be infringed upon in order satisfy people-oriented values and
objectives, such as beneift provision and constituency building? If, indeed, resource use
were practiced in an entirely sustainable way among local residents, such questions
would be moot, but when benefit- and constituency-oriented values conflict with
biodiversity or other values, Kruger‘s values and mandate are sufficiently ambiguous
(and perhaps conflicted themselves) to preclude a clear resolution. The seventh and final
conservation value suggests that in some circumstances it is permissible for ―natural
capital‖ (i.e., natural resources and its attendant diversity) to be ―converted‖ to ―cultural
capital,‖ (which, in the absence of a definition, we are left to assume is tantamount to the
provision of opportunities for realizing one‘s culture). But, there is little guidance as to
the conditions or circumstances under which such a conversion (including its magnitude)
is permissable. Further confounding these value judgments is that Kruger‘s espoused
values and mandate have translated to all of the Park‘s principle objectives – including its
biodiversity and people objectives – being situated at an equivalent level in terms of
importance (Kruger National Park 2006).
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It is, perhaps, true that the specious ―integration‖ of values will insure that
decisions made in the Kruger administration will be guided by the same set of values, but
what might be more appropriately termed a ―concatenation‖ of values will not always
translate to harmonious decisions. In the brief discussion and presentation of the values
above, it is apparent that even with the integrated conservation values, trade-offs might
need to be made in some circumstances. One Kruger staff member illustrated this point
with a hypothetical example,
Will those principles and values guide you in decision-making for every
eventuality? No. One of the examples is if there is a demand for boxing
matches, and it brings people into the Park, so it gives people exposure to
the Park, is it a nature-based tourist activity? What is nature-based
tourism? So, then should you have a boxing match, or should not you? No
principle or value on the planet is going to answer that question. It
depends on who is sitting at the desk at the day that you make the
decision. We get fortunes of those type. It's just like the resource use
question. The decision becomes somebody‘s best guess on the day… It
becomes somebody‘s call. I think most of the resource utilization issues
are at that scale and complexity. It‘s going to be the same thing. How
much firewood? Who the hell knows? You do not know until you tip it
over into a different state, whether you‘ve taken off too little or too much.
You do not know when it‘s too little, but you sure as hell know when it‘s
too much. But, you do not know whether 1 bundle of firewood is too many
or 20 is too much. (S8)
Kruger‘s conservation values, as S8 discusses, can only go so far in resolving complex
issues. At some point value trade-offs might need to be made (e.g., would an unorthodox
activity such as a boxing match be acceptable if it promoted nature-based tourism?).
Moreover, further complicating the assessment of trade-offs is the uncertainty concerning
when values have been unacceptably compromised (e.g., sustainability in S8‘s discussion
of firewood harvesting). Consequently, the Kruger administration‘s various perceptions
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of the legitimacy of resource use are accordingly as complex (and at times, conflicted) as
the values it espouses as an organization.

Kruger staff and the substantive legitimacy of resource use among local residents
When interviewing Kruger staff, I asked if they believed resource use among
local residents was an appropriate activity in the Park and why they felt the way they did.
Having spoken with staff from a number of different departments and at a variety of
levels within the organizational hierarchy, it is no surprise that several substantive
considerations emerged from the interview data as rationales that, for the respective
interviewees, either legitimated or illegitimated resource use in Kruger. In this section, I
present the Kruger-staff interview data that illuminates their varied substantive
conceptualizations of legitimacy.

Resource use as legitimate
With democratization in 1994 and the associated transformation of many sectors
of the South African society, activities – in many aspects of society – that were once
conceived as illegitimate are being reconsidered. In terms of protected area governance
and management, one of the most revolutionary changes has been the metamorphosis of
the Park-people relationship. As discussed below, for a variety of reasons, activities,
such as resource use, that were once prohibited might now be considered legitimate in the
face of Kruger‘s nascent ―people-objectives‖ and the responsibility to redress historical
wrongs.
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Fulfilling Kruger‘s mandate
The system of values that Kruger has espoused, the resultant objectives they have
adopted, and the underpinning legal framework provided by the Protected Areas and
National Parks Acts give rise to a complex mandate that Kruger must fulfill. As
summarily stated in the Park‘s mission, this mandate directs Kruger to (1) ―maintain
biodiversity,‖ (2) ―provide human benefits and build constituencies,‖ and (3) ―preserve
wilderness and cultural resources.‖ Despite how ambitious or over-extended such a
mandate may be, allegiance to and compliance with this mandate – including legislation,
such as the Protected Areas Act, which requires Parks to promote resource use (see
Chapter 1, section 2(e)) – played an important role in staff assessments of the legitimacy
of resource use,
What makes [resource use] right, I suppose, is whether or not it addresses
our mandate as an organization. What‘s our legal mandate as an
organization – are we addressing that? Are we achieving the mandate, and
to what degree? (S9)
You'd have to look at our current legislation, which I guess you‘ll have to
go into and see if you agree with, but I think it‘s fairly clear that it is
amenable to resource use. (S1)
We‘ve had workshops… And, a lot was said and what, but for some other
reason, nothing is finalized. Luckily, now, with this new legal requirement
that we have to comply with, we are bound to push this matter to an end.
[Resource use] should have been [implemented] a long time ago, but now
we have the legal tools in hand to see it through. (S17)
I will also say that we have a civilized and well-transformed management
in the Park. They basically now understand that SANParks is not an
isolated entity. It has to be governed by the Protected Areas Act. It has to
be managed by the laws of our current government, and obviously that
means that the transformation of the country will affect the transformation
of SANParks and how the resources are actually distributed and used. (S4)
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As addressed, in particular, in the last two excerpts, whereas historic mandates
that placed biodiversity protection at a premium precluded the use of resources, the
Park‘s ―transformed‖ management and mandate have gone a long way to legitimate
resource use. Of course, there are certainly underlying rationales that have given rise to
the creation of legislation and mandates that allow for resource use, but the very fact that
such a provision is codified is a significant influence on perceptions of legitimacy. For
some, a policy‘s alignment with Kruger‘s mandate is a sufficient guarantor of that
policy‘s legitimacy (see S9 above). Satisfying the Park‘s mandate is no trivial enterprise,
though. As several Park staff commented, alignment with the Park‘s mandate is an
important factor in assessing the legitimacy of resource use, but all elements of that
mandate must be carefully considered,
If you can see how [a policy for resource use] flows from legislation and
you can show that it has that good legal basis – that it‘s not against that –
then, that is already one step in the right direction. Also, if it‘s integrated
and takes into consideration multiple views – not just conservation – but
you can see that the benefits will be to communities and on multiple
pathways. That is also something that SANParks considers favorably.
(S27)
I would definitely say that resource use is legitimate if it is clear that the
policy is there to help you fulfill your mandate. So, if part of our mandate
is biodiversity conservation in the first place, which it is, then any policy
must take that into consideration, but if one of our core policies or
mandates are also to make sure that people like us, that we have the
constituency to support us, then you have to take that into consideration,
as well. If you can make a trade off in terms of biodiversity conservation
and, I‘m not saying in terms of losing that, but in terms of utilizing it in
such a way that you do not actually lose it and at the same time you build
your constituency and actually build your support base that‘s going to help
you to survive in the future, then you have to do that. (S11)
[O]ur resource use policy will be a policy that‘s written for the Kruger
Park and the main objective of the Park is conservation and biodiversity.
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So, I mean that‘s got to be. I mean, you cannot put like solving poverty as
the main issue or mission statement. It is going to be conservation of
biodiversity, but then you‘ve got a whole lot of other things that tie into
that, like building constituencies. (S14)
If resource use clearly satisfied all components of the Park‘s mandate, then there
would likely be few who would question its legitimacy, but as S14 alludes, it may be true
that benefit-oriented policies could become improperly aggrandized to the extent that
their objectives broaden beyond the ―conservation and biodiversity‖ prong of the
mandate to include ―poverty alleviation.‖ Notwithstanding this possibility, the Kruger
administration has placed ―people objectives‖ at the same level of importance of
biodiversity and conservation objectives and has acknowledged that, while integrated,
there might need to be trade-offs in achieving these objectives (see ―conservation value‖
number 7). According to some staff, the most difficult task in assessing the legitimacy of
a policy is determining whether or not the policy is appropriately balanced,
We need to balance that biodiversity mandate with some of the local
issues, because I do not think either of them should have complete
overriding authority. In the past, we‘ve always actually used the
biodiversity perspective to override a lot of that local stuff, but I think we
are more and more recognizing that‘s not going to make us successful in
the long term. It‘s going to just lead to our demise, ultimately. So, I think
that‘s probably our biggest challenge in trying to determine whether a
policy really legitimate – are we really able to address those, sometimes
very conflicting, views or not, and how do we actually try and find that
balance? I think that‘s probably about our biggest challenge. (S18)
It‘s really getting that balance right that is quite difficult. I think it is a
balance. You do not want to cut them out completely, but you‘ve got to be
responsible about the resource that you are protecting, and how do you do
that efficiently. (S20)
As discussed earlier, compounding the difficult task of assessing a policy‘s
alignment with Kruger‘s multi-pronged mandate is that the importance of each prong
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(again, despite being placed on equal footing from an objectives point of view) might be
viewed differently depending on the department making the assessment,
Certain departments have different mandates. The People & Conservation
department‘s mandate is to please people with conservation. But, they do
not come from a wildlife management or wise-management background.
So, it should be [the conservation services department‘s or scientific
services department‘s] responsibility to dictate what is wise management.
They‘re always going to say, ‗that‘s not enough,‘ but at some point you‘re
compromising the integrity of this place by taking out so much more. The
other people are tourism, and they are only interested in taking photos, but
at some point we‘ve got to stop putting in camps in this place, because we
do not have the water resources to fuel those camps. We do not have the
ability to deal with the sewage and the rest of it. Whatever you‘re going to
do, it‘s got to be sustainable in terms of not degrading this resource. It is
our mandate to dictate. (S23)
Because of the possibility that elements of the mandate might be viewed with varying
import throughout Kruger‘s administration, it‘s correspondingly true that differing
perceptions of legitimacy exist. Whereas one department may believe that allowing
resource use at the expense of some degree of biodiversity is acceptable, other
departments might vehemently disagree. In the face of some lack of a shared
understanding of the mandate among Kruger‘s administration, even if alignment with the
mandate could sufficiently legitimize resource use, it would be difficult to make this
assessment, given the varying interpretations of the mandate and the challenge of
determining how the elements should be balanced.
Indeed, at an abstract level, it may be very difficult to determine whether resource
use is universally aligned with the Park‘s mandate. With this recognition, many staff
recommended that this assessment should be made at a much lower unit of analysis.
More specifically, some staff recommended that the acceptability or legitimacy of
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resource use should be determined on a resource-by-resource basis across different
resource-use zones throughout the Park. In doing so, they argued, it would be much
easier to make determinations of whether or not resource use would be a legitimate
activity,
What I would do is say let us see the resource. How much do we have?
Which can be used? How can it be used so that it does not negatively
affect the management inside the Park? I believe in that. (S5)
I think what one has to do is take each and every specific species or item
and look at that on its own. To look at everything globally is impossible.
You have to look at it per species and per item. (S25)
I think it‘s best in my mind to categorize different types of resources and
then allow it where we have abundance. (S2)
[resource use] will depend on whether or not those uses are going to
adversely affect conservation or mildly affect conservation. For instance,
if you talk about endangered species, we cannot allow communities to use
the resources that are endangered. And, they‘ve got to understand that they
cannot have access. It does not matter what their needs are. They cannot
have access to endangered species. There are other species that are not
really endangered, and even if we allow limited use of those resources, it
would not adversely affect conservation. We will allow them to do that…
Generally, what‘s going to happen, as a policy, we are not going to say,
‗we are not going to allow resource use.‘ We‘ll categorize the resources
and say, ‗these are the resources that we can allow the communities to use,
these are the resources that we cannot allow the communities to use.‘ So,
the whole idea of categorization of resources is what is going to guide our
resource use policy. But, we are not going to say, ‗as a policy of
SANParks, we do not allow communities access to the resources.‘ We‘ll
categorize the resources together with the communities so the
communities can understand why certain resources cannot be utilized and
why others can be utilized. This goes back to what I said earlier on that we
have got to create an awareness among the communities as to why certain
resources can be utilized and why others cannot be utilized. (S10)
You would be very selective with the medicinal plants about who you
would allow. Probably, you would have a zone where you would allow
collection and in other zones you would not allow collection at all. That
might even fall in the same zones that we have lower and higher elephant
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levels. So, when we‘ve got high elephant levels, you can allow harvesting.
Whether humans or elephants harvest it, it does not matter. In areas where
we have very low or no elephants, we do not allow any harvesting. That‘s
an area that we look after plants, not humans and elephants. (S20)
[Resource use] would happen in certain zones. I can imagine that some of
my colleagues would resist resource use in the wilderness areas. I think
that would probably get quite a bit of sympathy. Some of the other zones,
though, it would be quite feasible. (S27)

As discussed in these excerpts, determinations of the legitimacy of resource use become
sharper when considered on smaller scales. The harvest of endangered species from the
Park might likely be viewed as illegitimate, just as utilizing resources from wilderness
areas might also be. Conversely, in areas where resources are abundant, use may be
viewed as legitimate. Categorization and zoning might not only facilitate easier
judgments of legitimacy among staff, but as S10 discusses, doing so might allow staff to
more effectively reason and communicate with local residents.

A moral responsibility to provide benefits
In some respects laws and mandates serve to legitimate resource use (or any
action for that matter) transitively. That is, laws and mandates are a medium through
which other legitimating rationales are expressed. What, for instance, are the rationales
that make the mandate to provide benefits legitimate, which, in turn, legitimates the use
of resources among local residents? For some Park staff, moral responsibilities and
duties to local residents were underlying rationales that render resource use among local
residents a legitimate activity in the Park,
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We are morally obliged to provide benefits, such as resource use, to
surrounding communities – especially in our case – because most of the
guys that live outside the boundary of the Kruger National Park are people
that were removed from the Park itself. So, they have a got a genuine
claim to what is happening in the Park. (S10)
I think, despite the issue of social responsibility in terms of the law, it is a
moral obligation [to allow for resource use]. Given the fact that this land
belonged to certain people before it was established and people were
removed and marginalized, I think for moral reasons we should try our
best to assist through such things as access to resources. (S22)

As illustrated in the excerpts, some staff maintain that the Kruger administration should
be compelled to redress the dislocation and marginalization of local residents through
benefits, such as access to resources. Beyond, though, the purely altruistic morality of
framing resource use as a making of amends for historical wrongs, there is also a veiled
pragmatism in the Park administration‘s moral legitimation of resource use. By framing
their legitimation of resource use on moral grounds, the administration illustrates their
attentiveness to past wrongs, and as a result, ameliorates the Park-people relationship. In
this way, the adopted morality serves the pragmatic interest of potentially reducing
conflict with local residents,
We are morally obliged to give them some limited access to the resources
in the Park within the confines of conservation, of course. But, whatever
opportunities are there for us to give them access to some of the resources,
we are morally obliged to do that. Otherwise, you sit with a conservation
area that is surrounded by hostile communities, and you do not want to do
that. You really want to be friends with the people that live in your
neighborhood, because at the end of the day you want them to be able to
help you conserve the environment. (S10)
Morally, they have a right to perhaps benefit from the Park. They need to
see that the Park is going to benefit them, and they need to realize they
need the Park. (S21)
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I worked for People & Conservation for quite a time, and I‘m one of
the first officers in that department. It was very tough when we first started
going into the communities. I think we need to move away from that
cocoon – us and them, us and them. We need to get out of that cocoon,
because we need to realize that the resource we are managing is not ours –
it‘s a national asset. Those people sitting outside, they also own this
resource. We are managing this resource on their behalf and on the
country‘s behalf. What that means is if we do not move out of that cocoon,
we will still have a lot of criticism and still have fingers pointing at us by
the communities. That is not how we should operate. We should say, ‗look
we understand that people have certain needs, but we are not an institution
that can offer certain needs or meet certain needs. But, we can contribute.
That‘s basically the direction we need to take – we can contribute.
For instance, if you go to Phalaborwa, you have these mines,
Phalborwa mining company, Four Score, and the like. You go to those
communities there and there are simple things that the mines can go out
and point to and say they have done. You go there, and they will show you
a clinic that they built for that community, because that was a need that the
government could not meet during that time. The communities appreciate
that. You go to this other community, and they have built a school, or they
built a fruit market. Those things shows you that particular organization is
responsible. There is no serious clashes between them and the
communities living nearby because there is that type of interaction. But, if
we put up the barrier and say, ‗whoa, nobody comes in here. This place
stays as it is,‘ then we are looking for problems. Also, when we open up
and say, ‗let‘s see how to utilize the resources,‘ we need to be able to
come up with management strategies as to how we control these
processes. What kind of resources are we going to say, ‗yes, we can offer
these to the communities‘? We need to come up with all those sort of
measures. To say, ‗no‘ to me is morally wrong. (S27)

As I will discuss later in Chapter 11, the excerpts above illustrate that it is not always
possible to compartmentalize the rationales that shape perceptions of legitimacy into neat
packages, such as ―morality,‖ ―pragmatism,‖ ―rationality,‖ or ―conventionality.‖ They
are not necessarily mutually exclusive and, on the contrary, might be dependent on one
another or even indistinguishable. For instance, it could be the case that the morality of
the staff excerpted above is contingent on the pragmatic consequences of that morality.
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If their morality – and the attendant access to resources – did not result in less conflict
with local residents or local residents ―realiz[ing] they need the Park‖ (S21), would these
staff still maintain that there exists a moral obligation to provide benefits to local
residents? Whether, though, purely motivated by moral considerations or put forward in
the interest of reducing conflicts and building constituencies, the Park‘s responsibility
and duty to local residents are significant rationales in Park staffs‘ legitimation of
resource use.

A strategic tool
Adherence to the Park‘s mandate and moral considerations are each important
rationales in the legitimation of resource use that some Park staff have put forward. In
both cases, there is also the implication that certain interests would be pragmatically
served through resource use – a ―killing of two birds with one stone,‖ if you will. The
pragmatic legitimation of resource use exists independently of those two rationales,
though, too. Some staff, for instance, view resource use as legitimate because it might
satisfy the needs and interests of local residents. This view is notnecessarily rooted in
moral responsibility or commitment to the Park‘s mandate, but rather is simply an
attempt to meet an expressed need,
I would add that if they need the resource to survive, then I agree, they
need access to the resources, and we should work with them to provide
access. (S6)
I think people want to have some sort of a benefit from the Park, and from
that angle, I can see resource use as appropriate. For certain resources, say,
elephant management if we ever get to cull elephant again, there will
actually be quite a lot of resources in terms of meat becoming available.
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So, it could actually make a bit of a difference in terms of protein or meat
outside the Park. I think the main thing is just to show commitment from
our side that we are prepared to accommodate some of these needs from
neighboring communities (S11)
As previously discussed, it‘s not clear that access to resources will meet the needs of
local residents or if the resources that are perhaps needed most (e.g., meat, firewood, etc.)
would be permitted to be collected. Nevertheless, for some staff, the perception that
many resources can be found in Kruger and often much less can be found outside the
Park leads to the belief that the Park can fill at least part of resource gap among local
residents.
The needs or interests that legitimate resource use among Park staff are not only
those of local residents – resource use could also serve some Parks objectives, such as
―building constituencies,‖
I think we will benefit by buying goodwill from the people by allowing
resource use. I think the only way to go for us to keep the Park recognized
and to build a constituency like we‘ve talked about is for outside
communities to be interested in the Park. We‘ve got to be able to supply,
we‘ve got to see the needs of people outside, and we‘ve got to be able to
supply for them, but I do not believe that we‘ve got to carry on with this
thing that we‘ve done so much wrong in the past and everything. (S19)
[Resource use] will buy the goodwill from the community, and that is
what we would like to see. I think that the majority of people here realize
that it is important for us to co-exist with the neighboring communities,
and one way in which we can foster that co-existence is by allowing the
communities to have access to the resources that we have, especially those
resources that do not really go against the grain of conservation. (S10)
I think the resource is appropriate in the Park because for people to be able
to be associated with the Park, they must see the benefits, which the World
Parks Congress has just deliberated on, in terms of benefits beyond
boundaries. How do you say people are benefiting when people do not
actually see the benefits? (S4)
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Clearly, based on the values the Kruger administration has espoused, building
constituencies is an important objective for the Park. As discussed in the excerpts above,
rather than an instrument of redress, resource use can contribute to constituency building
by engendering goodwill and making the Park relevant and of interest to local residents.
The underlying assumption, then, is that for constituencies to be built and relationships
between local residents and the Park to be strengthened, there must be a delivery of
tangible benefits.
By delivering tangible benefits through access to resources, there is also a
possibility that some of Kruger‘s biodiversity objectives might also be met,
Kruger National Park and SANParks has got an important role that they
need to play in the communities – to change the minds of the community
to support conservation, to support natural resources, and teach them how
to use them sustainably. So, this can be achieved through benefit sharing,
such as resource use. If we conserve nature, but they do not share the
benefits with us, with the community, there is no conservation – there will
always be fights between the communities and the protected areas or Park
management over things like poaching meat or plants. If we allow
resource use in a sustainable way, that can be a teaching instrument to help
them understand why they should not do things like poach. They know
how to help us conserve the Park. (S9)
We will benefit by almost creating a buffer for the Park. For certain things
like elephant, we‘ll benefit… not a real reduction of population, but it can
make some difference. We will also benefit if the community is better - if
resource use takes some of the financial pressure off of the communities.
It will be to our benefit because the pressure will… there will not be such
a huge pressure to come and collect or poach certain things from the Park.
Yeah, I definitely think that will cut both ways (S11)
For some staff, then, resource use is legitimated, in part, on the basis that it could provide
an opportunity for Park staff to educate local residents in sustainable practices that might
ultimately reflect back on the Park through decreased poaching. Moreover, if indeed,
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resource use was permitted to the extent that it met expressed needs, it might relieve
some financial pressures put on local residents that lead them to illegally pursue
resources in the Park. As discussed in Chapter 6, the illegal collection of firewood to
supplement costly electricity might be one such example.
Resource use might be legitimated on the basis of a number of pragmatic interests
– whether of the Park, local residents, or both – but there is no assurance that all interests
will be commensurate. Meeting the interests of local residents through resource use to
the extent that it would, indeed, satisfy expressed needs, such as those associated with
firewood or meat, might translate to some biodiversity values and objectives being
infringed upon. As discussed earlier in terms of the Park‘s mandate, this realization gives
rise to a challenging tension in the legitimation of resource use,
I think good guidelines that give benefits to the community must also
consider the sustainable management of the Park. Both need to be taken
into consideration by whoever is drafting or drawing the guidelines,
because at the end of the day, you do not want to see the community has
benefited much, and yet the Park is actually falling. (S4)
... you've got try to win their favor and support to help our ability to
protect the Park. Allowing resource use may be one way to do that, and in
that respect, I think it would be appropriate. We‘ll do that, but really we‘ll
mess around at the edges. We cannotallow it so much that we‘re not
meeting the rest of our mandate or objectives (S8)
Indeed, the Park‘s adopted values and objectives serve, in many respects, to legitimate
resource use. Objectives geared towards building a constituency among local residents
might be more easily achieved by providing benefits such as access to resources. And,
for some staff, the history of the Park-people relationship engenders a moral
responsibility or duty to make amends for past wrongs. It is not immediately clear,
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though, that these objectives and responsibilities can be clearly harmonized with the
Park‘s other long-standing precepts.

Resource use as illegitimate
Notwithstanding South Africa‘s democratic transformation and the resultant shift
in Kruger‘s objectives as a national park, the protection of biodiversity and the historic
purposes that national parks have served continue to resonate very strongly with many
Park staff. Activities, then, such as resource use, that are perceived by some to be
inimical to the mission of a national park do not enjoy the support of all Kruger staff.

Moral responsibilities and the rationale for protected areas
A fundamental tension in the management and governance of many protected
areas, such as Kruger, is that their guiding morality – their rightness and virtue – is
characterized by what might be construed as conflicting tenets. As such, for contested
issues like resource use, morality might serve as the antecedent for claims to both
legitimacy and illegitimacy. Discussed above, for instance, the moral responsibility to
redress surrounding communities for historical wrongs and the belief that protected areas
should provide tangible benefits were both rationales that contributed to some Kruger
staffs‘ belief that resource use among local residents was a legitimate activity in the Park.
Conversely, other staff implied that resource use in Kruger is inherently immoral,
Kruger Park is here today because a lot of people cared about it. I have
aesthetic reasons for loving the Park. I do not love it because I‘ve got a job
here, but some people do. I love it because I love Kruger National Park. I
do not love it because they gave me a job. I could get a job at many other
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places… I love Kruger because of the aesthetics of it. Some people love it
because they have a job there, and it provides a bit of meat here and there.
It‘s their need for Kruger National Park. But, what is our responsibility in
Kruger National Park and what are our goals with Kruger National Park?
The goals of Kruger National Park is biodiversity and all of its fluxes. We
want it to flourish. I do not think we should compromise the ecology in
any form just to utilize a resources. This is my personal belief… What I
love about the Kruger Park is the wide open space where the natural
processes are allowed to operate peacefully. I would not like to see us go
and treat this place like a farm and go and compromise our wilderness,
aesthetics, and everything. (S23)
In my opinion, I see a national Park as someplace that should be left alone.
Some staff would be sick to hear this, but our concessions is something
that I cannotbelieve was allowed. I mean you‘ve got these pieces of
wilderness, and now you put this concession in and they have all the new
roads, and they‘re just using, using, using, and screwing up the whole
place. That‘s how I feel with people coming in and utilizing – even the
medicinal plants – I do not think it‘s the right way to go. Leave the place
as this undisturbed, unutilized place. I do not think it‘s a good thing. Just
leave it. (S5)
For some, then, rather than benefit provision, the ―wilderness,‖ ―aesthetic,‖ and
―undisturbed‖ qualities of Kruger form the foundation of their moral framework for
assessing the legitimacy of resource use. And, these qualities are particularly key in
comparing the Park‘s condition to those lands beyond its boundary,
For a lot of the people living outside the Park, their land was just like this
place. What have they done to it? They‘ve got to realize that responsibility
is theirs. Not only theirs now today, but it was from their forefathers. That
land is the same. (S19)
I do not think it‘s good enough to say ‗well, they used up all of their
resources outside the Park, therefore we must give them.‘ It‘s true that
they were forced to use up a lot of the resources outside the Park, but
perhaps we should be trying to help rebuild some of the environment
outside the Park, instead. (S2)
I can predict that within 50 years, unless there is some complete radical
change with what happens outside the Park, we will have a 20 km
sterilized boundary, because of what happens outside the Park. Already
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from Crocodile Bridge to Malelane, there is a 20 km zone that‘s sterile.
You can still do tourism activities, and there are still animals, but it‘s not a
game reserve anymore. It‘s now become a theme Park kind of drivethrough zoo. You know you‘ve got the train and the noise of the mines
and you‘ve got the ash from the sugar cane farms and it‘s actually very
cock. There is nothing wild, or wilderness, or ‗sense of place‘ about it
anymore. Is that reversible? Not really. (S8)
As these excerpts illustrate, there is a fear among some staff that if resource use were to
occur, the well-distinguished boundary between the Park and surrounding lands would
become fuzzier (and not in a good way).
In fact, the exhaustion and use of resources outside the Park functioned, for some
staff, as the very rationale for why Kruger should exist in the first place.
The IUCN [World Conservation Union] says that a minimum of 7% of a
country should be covered by Kruger National Park. I love the stuff, so I
would say more, but I do not know where they came up with that number.
If I look at the whole of South Africa, we‘ve literally destroyed wild lands
over the whole of South Africa, and we have two million hectares in the
top corner and a couple of little postage stamps all around. From a moral
obligation, lets leave Kruger National Park. Plus we‘re learning more and
more that we are actually quite reliant on these places. It‘s not my
specialty, but there are a lot of things associated with the benefit of having
a Park. If the South Americans destroy the Amazon, then we are all going
to go under, because there is the oxygen for the planet. That‘s a world
resource – the world uses the oxygen from the Amazon and from algae in
the sea, and it is all sustainable. I do not believe we should be using
resources because we‘re trying to make everyone happy along the
boundary. There are many benefits associated with the Park, and let‘s not
compromise what‘s going on in here. (S23)
I think the big thing is that if you look at South Africa and we have, say, 3
or 4% of South Africa protected inside national Parks and the reason why
there is a need to utilize those resources from within the Park is mainly
because those resources have been completely depleted outside the Park. I
think the big fear is that if you do not control it, maybe you could control
it now, but future generations lose that control, but you‘ve given that
concession and people will just continue to utilize it and you actually
risk… there is a risk that you go the same route outside the Park. And, that
obviously, we do not want to do. because of the scarcity, and if you look at
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other parts of the country, the history of these species, what‘s happened is
that they‘ve just about been wiped out. They‘ve disappeared. So, this is a
last or one of the very few remnants of natural populations, which in my
opinion, and that would go for other rare plants, we must not utilize
directly in the sense of allowing people to go and collect. (S11)
For me, if you look at Kruger, well forget about Kruger, take the whole
South Africa. I think national Parks take up about 3.5-4% of the land
services in this country. Conservation areas in total in the country are at
about 8%. Now there is 92% out there, why cannotthose resources be
used. Focusing on these protected areas, I mean protected areas were
proclaimed specifically for the purpose of protecting the environment.
(S9)

As discussed earlier in Chapter 2, protected areas are often construed to be the last
bastions or strongholds for biodiversity that simply cannot be compromised in the interest
of ―mak[ing] everyone happy.‖ Instead, and because society is reliant on the renewable
environmental services (e.g., clean air) that protected areas offer, the relatively small land
base must be centrally protected and controlled to prevent resource depletion.
Even if, in principle, one‘s moral framework did not preclude the utilization of
resources, there might be concerns with the distributive equity of resource use,
[L]ooking at the educational processes that we‘ve gone through as People
& conservation with the community – creating an awareness that the Park
belongs to us all – we have reached a stage where people understand that
as South Africans, yes, they‘ve got the rights to the resources, but they
cannot actually keep it for themselves. It‘s a resource that belongs to all of
the nation. (S4)
Despite having ―rights to resources,‖ S4 argues that those rights are not exclusive and
that the resources of the Park belong to all South Africans. Allowing local residents to
collect resources, such as firewood, meat, and medicinal plants, disenfranchises the
broader South African society from their corresponding entitlement to those resources.
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In such an instance, the only morally legitimate resource use policy might be to either
treat Kruger as a commons where all South Africans enjoy access to natural resources or
to prohibit it entirely.

The need for precaution in the face of uncertainty
Complexity breeds uncertainty. And, for many Kruger staff, that resource use is
saturated with uncertainty is unsettling and an important factor in assessing its
legitimacy. In no small part, it may be argued that the apparent lack of knowledge
concerning what levels of use are sustainable or what resources are of interest can be
attributed to historical prohibition of resource use in the Park – no use, no knowledge of
use. Acknowledging that resources were utilized by indigenous peoples in the Park
before it was established as such, though, might even now be immaterial in estimating
how resources might be sustainably utilized,
It‘s not that easy to be certain what the effect of those communities was on
those populations at that stage and if we actually simulate that, or just
allow a certain amount of use, in sort of a new era. I do not think we really
can or want to simulate it, because at that stage you had little populations
living inside the Park and they were living in areas where they actually
depleted the resources in that area and then moved to another area. (S11)

In essence, circumstances have fundamentally changed. Millions of people now live
along Kruger‘s boundary and shifting cultivation (at least to the point of depletion) is not
likely to be acceptable in the Park. Compounding the complexity of societal change and
its implications for resource use is that resource use presents challenging questions from
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both social and biophysical perspectives. Unfortunately, as one staff member
commented, the Kruger administration has been ill-prepared to confront this combination,
When it's strictly biophysical, the decision making becomes so much
easier and simpler. If this, then that and if not then something else,
whereas a lot of the resource utilization issues are intertwined between the
social and biophysical realm. It gets quite hard to make judgment calls
when you know that there is all of these social issues revolved around it.
Who is going to finally say that it is right or is not right? So, we‘ve always
just felt uncomfortable I guess in that rather uncomfortable zone. And,
because most of us have biophysical types of training, we‘ve always
leaned towards the easier ones to resolve. (S18)

Based on my interviews with Park staff, whether morally and legally acceptable
or not, the lack of ―comfort‖ with the issue of resource use appears to stem from two
main rationales: (1) uncertainty concerning the resources in demand and how they might
be appropriately used and (2) how such use could be effectively controlled. In terms of
the former there is a lack of understanding concerning what resources are in demand and
how the utilization of those resources might impact the Park ecosystem,
We need studies where people are actually testing the theory and going out
and testing how resource use would work. We do not even know… I do
not think we even have a quantitative idea (S1)
What I have said in the past I said, ‗listen, you must think about this thing,
it‘s coming like a storm upon the horizon, we must preempt this. It‘s going
to jump on us and we‘re not prepared for it, because we have not got the
information.‘ We need to know what species are needed, whether it‘s
plants or animals, but we do not know. We have not done our homework
to where we can say, ‗you can have so much of this, so much of that, and
none of that.‘ We just do not know. What I was trying to get going is that
we do studies, research, whether it‘s done by us or staff or students or
whatever, but to have the information and be ready for it. When the
request comes, we can say, ‗okay, you cannothave any of that, it‘s too
scarce, but you can have so much of this.‘ Now, we do not know. It‘s
guessing (S13)
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Where to ―draw the line‖ – i.e., recognize when resource use is being practiced
unsustainably – is an important feature of this missing knowledge. Because
sustainability and maintaining biodiversity are so key to the Park‘s espoused values and
their mandate, not having the knowledge to know where to draw the line makes resource
use an illegitimate enterprise to some,
We do not know enough about it, so I‘d rather be conservative than… I‘d
rather make my errors on the side of being conservative than on the other
side. When they ask for wood, how much do you give away, and where do
you stop? No one knows and no research has been done to my knowledge.
Where do you draw the line then? I would rather err on the conservative
side at this point in time and not allow it. (S23)
I then thought again further that some things can be used but we have to
be very cautious and maybe overly cautious. I do not think that there are
ways of doing it without damaging the environment on our side, and we
cannotbe certain of the effects of resource use. (S2)
It was mopane worms in the northern part of the Park. If you look in our
staff policy, staff can collect 2-liter bottles of so many mopane worms. We
had a guy doing work and he was looking at the outbreaks that occur of
mopane worms. They are huge, but do you allow that to be utilized by
local communities? Is that resource big enough? We have to understand
the resource before we can actually utilize it wisely. And, I think very
often that we do not. We simply do not know enough. We do not have
enough information or knowledge. Things like elephant, we know and we
understand. We know we could control them through culling and we could
supply meat – whether we give it away or sell it, I do not know. Yes, you
have to err on the side of caution and say that, ‗I‘m not sure.‘ Honestly, we
would like to help, but we cannot because we‘re not sure. (S25)
One staff member further illustrated this point by describing a 1992 incident where
thousands of buffalo died as a result of drought,
With the buffalo population, half of them died in the 1992 drought. Now,
were we supposed to harvest them before they died and give them to the
communities? The answer according to our values is ‗No,‘ because we‘re
running a natural system and we‘re trying to get the nutrients back into the
ground. Otherwise, you will not run a natural system and you‘re back at
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the bottom of the slope. It‘s quite clear that when you run these things, the
risks are very high. So, now those buffalo, if you want the nutrients from
that 12,000 or 15,000 buffalo that died to go back into your system,
because that‘s part of your values, and that‘s why society created a KNP,
not for a farm, then how many of these buffalo could you take off. Can
you take away a quarter of them without disturbing them, or an eighth, or
none or half? How many nutrients do you want to take out? That‘s why
issues like resource use are a slippery slope. (S1)

As with the hypothetical distribution of buffalo meat, the broader utilization of resources
is, to some, a risky enterprise in the absence of knowing how it might be practiced in
such a way that allows other Park values and purposes to be realized.
Uncertainty concerning the demands and ecological impacts of resource use is not
the only impetus for a precautionary, conservative approach. Even if the impacts and
types of resources of interest were known, some staff I spoke with were not sure that
resource use could be effectively controlled and enforced,
I think it‘s very dangerous to allow people to go directly into the bush to
harvest. We‘ve got no control. (S13)
I guess it‘s this whole thing about who should be allowed to use it and I
guess a lot of it is a concern that if you open this gate, it‘s just going to
come flooding in and you‘re not going to be able to control it. We‘ve
always been like control freaks, and we still sort of are. We‘d just rather
keep the gate closed and then you‘re not going to have to worry about that
problem. I think that‘s also been quite a big driver is this thing that if you
start it, it‘s just going to take over and you‘re not going to be able to
control it. It‘s linked to who are those communities and how many
thousands of people are there. (S18)
I do not think it‘s a good idea, because as human beings, the minute they
say, ‗yeah, it‘s fine,‘ it‘s not going to be controlled and it‘s going to be out
of hand. It‘s going to be out of hand. I know that. If we can allow those
other guys from outside in, it‘s going to be a disaster. I do not think it‘s
going to be a good idea, because a human being, you tell today that we‘ll
agree, but tomorrow they break that agreement. After some time, I think
we would regret it. I can see from only staff members, which is less than a
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hundred people, that it is tough to manage these resources – even in one
section. If they could come up with some way to watch over them and be
strict, then maybe it would be okay. Or, maybe the security company at
the gate could check. There will also be bribes involved, though. (S28)
It‘s going to be a heck of a difficult. First of all, how do you regulate it
effectively? At the moment, everyone says, ‗yeah, but local section level
will do it.‘ Local section rangers are way understaffed as it is at the
moment. There is no way we can do effective monitoring or regulation on
resource use within the Kruger National Park – not with the current staff –
you can forget about it. With a growing population out there, is notthe
mass going to be just increasing, increasing, increasing on an annual
basis? Consumptive use, yeah, I‘m not for it. (S9)

In some respects, then, some staff feel that control over resource use is important because
they do not trust local residents and their capacity to consider the broader interests of the
Park (e.g., maintaining biodiversity). Admittedly, this mistrust might, at least in part, be
attributed to instances of poaching and vandalism that were discussed by some staff.42
Nevertheless, in the absence of an assurance that resource use would be carried out in a
tightly controlled way, such access would ultimately be illegitimate in the eyes of some
staff.

The inability to meet demands for resources
Just as the needs of local residents are a factor that some staff point to in their
legitimation of resource use, the nature of local residents‘ needs might also undermine the
legitimacy of resource use. Recognizing that poverty is rampant in many of the areas
42

One staff member, for instance, described a cooperative program where local residents were contracted
to build and repair the western boundary fence. Unfortunately, the equipment supplied by the Park and the
fence itself were repeatedly stolen. The staff member commented that this generated a lot of general
mistrust of the communities among those staff who were involved in the project. Another staff member
commented that local authorities‘ unwillingness to punish poachers has strained relationships with local
residents.
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surrounding the Park, some of the Kruger staff believe that the need for resources and
local residents‘ demands for resources are and would be too high for the Park to
accommodate if other conservation objectives are to also be met,
There are certain resources that we can allow the communities to use, but
those resources will not satisfy the needs of the community. The
community will always want more, and that‘s the dilemma we are faced
with. With us here, we are the custodians of biodiversity conservation.
We‘ve got to create that balance. We‘ll satisfy some of the needs of the
community, but at the same time, we‘ve got a responsibility to insure that
we conserve. There will be limited use of resources, definitely. The crux
of the matter is ‗limited.‘ We‘re not saying we‘re not going to allow them
to use the resources, but we‘ll allow limited use of resources in a
controlled manner. (S10)
If the need for meat is really demand-driven, we will not be able to meet
it. Even if we go on, say for instance let‘s use the elephant culling as an
example, even if we go full out and we cull 1,500 elephant per year, if you
take all of the people that live on our boundaries, it will just provide a little
bit of meat for everybody. (S11)
I would in a way say, ‗listen, this is a conservation area and the job of this
place is to conserve all the different resources as responsibly as possible.‘
Not that we‘re always that good at it, but at least we try. The resource that
you provide to the communities outside must not be dependent on the
resources that we have inside the Park, it must be experiences inside the
Park, work opportunities, education, things like that. It must not be a little
bit of thatch grass or things like that. What good will that do? (S20)
I do not think you can resolve it. There are just too many people. Even if
we cull 90 percent of the wildlife population and go back to the huntergatherer system, it will not provide for the need that's out there. With all
the modern medicines and all the clinics and all this stuff, I think there are
too many people and the need is too big. (S25)

As S20 suggests, if resource use is intended to serve the pragmatic interests of local
residents, and access cannot be permitted to the extent that such interests can be met,
resource use might be an inappropriate activity in the Park. Instead, as S20 further offers,
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local residents might be better served through other benefits such as ―experiences in the
Park,‖ ―work opportunities,‖ or ―education.‖ As discussed earlier in this Chapter,
though, resource use is not intended to only serve the pragmatic interests of local
residents – it may also serve the Park‘s interest in generating ―goodwill‖ among local
residents (even if the provision of resources will not their needs),
The one thing that I‘m trying to grapple with is that we cannotsupply the
needs of everyone outside, so I guess it is a token gesture that will
hopefully develop goodwill towards the Park and good neighborliness. I
do not think we can supply everything that they need. (S2)
Still, others maintain that local residents will recognize resource use as a ―token gesture‖
and, as a result, rather than generating ―goodwill,‖ the provision may give rise to
unrealistic expectations that, if not met, might actually damage the relationship with local
residents,
In fact, I do not think resource use will bring about any goodwill or will be
good idea at all. One of the concerns I‘ve got is that it might create undue
expectations among some of them – ‗they‘ve given us this, but maybe if
we keep on pushing, they‘ll give us more or expand it.‘ It‘s difficult to
say. For me, the whole thing about resource use in Kruger National Park is
that it‘s only tokenism. There is no way we can supply for the demands
and the needs of the people on the borders; we just cannotdo it. We just
should not go down that road. (S9)
The pragmatic interest that local residents might have in collecting resources from
the Park might, indeed, be a factor contributing to the legitimacy of resource use for some
staff. But, as others suggested, if resource use is legitimated solely on the basis of need
and the Park is not able to provide access at a level that meets that need, then what was
crafted in the interest of legitimacy might translate to illegitimacy.
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Substantively speaking, whether pronounced legitimate or illegitimate, resource
use is a thorny issue for Park staff. Perhaps what is particularly vexing and what might
make resource use a difficult issue to reconcile among the staff is that there are very
fundamental differences regarding the bases upon which resource use is legitimated and
illegitimated. Some staff, for instance, regard resource use as legitimate because of what
they perceive to be a moral responsibility or duty to rectify the Park‘s relationship with
local residents. Others hold, though, that moral considerations – more specifically, the
responsibility to protect resources – are precisely why resource use is an illegitimate
activity in the Park. Similarly and from a pragmatic perspective, some believe that
resource use would serve the interests of the Park, whereas others believe it would
undermine them. These substantive points of disagreement notwithstanding, the Park
staff must also come to terms with procedural considerations in resolving the issue of
resource use.

Kruger staff and the procedural legitimacy of resource use among local residents
Establishing the legitimacy of even trivial actions, not to mention actions as
nuanced as resource use, is an inordinately difficult undertaking. Not only must the
substantive elements of an action be legitimated, but so, too, must the procedural manner
in which the action is developed and implemented. In my interviews with Park staff, I
asked interviewees to discuss how a policy for resource use might be developed and
implemented in a legitimate way.
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In terms of the legitimacy of developing actions or policies, most staff I spoke
with chose to discuss legitimacy in terms of protected area actions or policies in general
terms, rather than within the narrow context of resource use. That is, the approach to
developing legitimate actions or policies did not seem to depend on the substantive nature
of the action or policy in question. Fundamentally, most staff I spoke with suggested that
procedural legitimacy is achieved by establishing ―buy-in‖ or agreement among both the
Park staff and other stakeholders interested in a particular action or policy. In terms of
buy-in among the staff, one interviewee discussed that, indeed, legitimacy is tantamount
to buy-in, even in the face of substantive disagreement on a policy,
You‘ve got legitimacy when you‘ve got buy-in. So, for example, the
biodiversity stuff developed by the Park – I do not buy into it. Why?
Because I was not consulted up front… It‘s not legitimate. I was not part
of that process that decided… My perspective was not on the table. I did
not change my thinking in terms of being exposed to other perspectives.
Therefore, I do not buy into that biodiversity methodology. Now have I
accepted it because we need to move forward? Yes. Have I bought into it?
No. Does that mean that I might be an activist for change of that
methodology? Absolutely… Legitimacy is when people buy into it. (S8)

Staff buy-in is but one side of the coin, though, stakeholders other than staff must also
buy-into an action or policy for it to be legitimated,
The process has to be something that everyone buys into, as well as the
values and mission and all of that. Then, from that, the policies are just
helping the managers and the lower levels implement actions to achieve
those in the long term. (S2)
You‘ve got to talk to people about it and it must be discussed at meetings
and workshops. You‘ve got to get feedback from those people and then
take it from there. If it‘s a given that it will have a negative effect – taking
this particular resource in the long term will have a negative effect on the
biodiversity in any way – you have to make people see that, and they‘ve
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got to buy into it. Then, start implementing it from there. Communication
is important. (S21)
You do not just go to [the stakeholders] with preconceived ideas and
impose things on them, because if you do it that way, it‘s going to
boomerang, and when it boomerang‘s you‘re going to be in trouble.
There‘ll be no buy-in from the people that you want to implement that
policy and for whom you have developed that policy. If there is no buy-in,
there is no policy, because nobody is going to abide by them. The next
thing that all you‘ll have to do is run after all of these people trying to
make sure that they obey the policy, and nobody will obey the policy
because they will be distancing themselves from the policy - they do not
buy into it. (S10)
If we do not get buy in from the local community, then we might as will
give up because it will be over-taken. The rangers can only defend the
Park so much. We need the communities to help us – giving us
information about poachers and things like that. They have to buy into the
fact that Kruger is there for them, too. With 26 senior rangers, we cannot
protect the Park, but the communities can. (S25)

An important feature of the process of developing policies aimed at implementing
particular actions, then, is convincing or persuading both staff and stakeholders that the
policy and action are legitimate. This would seem to imply that while the substantive
legitimacy of a policy or action might go a long way in the process of persuading or
establishing buy in, it might not be necessary. For instance, if in the process of a
developing a resource use policy, local residents felt they were morally entitled to liberal
access to resources in the Park, but Park staff were able to effectively persuade local
residents that access must be very limited, then local residents may believe the policy to
be morally illegitimate but still ―buy into‖ the policy and ultimately believe it to be
legitimate. According to some staff, then, it may be the case that substantive legitimacy,
while important but not necessary, is ultimately employed as an instrument of persuasion
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in the more critical effort to establish buy-in.
As implied in the excerpts above, unless an individual or group ―buys into‖ a
policy or action by default, based on their values or interests, they must be consulted or
involved in the development process in some way to establish buy-in for that particular
policy or action. S8 commented above that having his/her perspective heard and having
the opportunity to have that perspective changed was a necessary condition for buyinginto the ―biodiversity methodology.‖ Similarly,
[I]t‘s important to consult internally and externally, and then you put all of
those ideas together and you go back to the people and say this is the
policy I‘ve developed, this the draft of the policy, I want you to comment
on this draft. Then they comment on the draft and at the end of the day,
although you cannot please everybody, you are able to say people had an
opportunity to comment, and I did explain to them as to why I think the
policy should be like this. (S10)
I think any policy or any law that actually developed through people‘s
involvement, it‘s always sound and healthy. You look at the current
constitution that we‘re using in South Africa, it‘s actually made by people
for people and was contributed to by people for people. Obviously, in
terms of conservation policies, where people are involved – as I‘ve said to
you – the stakeholder participation process is going to be going on for
Park management plans. I think if the people can be involved in that, they
will feel that they are good policies, because they have contributed in that.
It‘s like setting a race for yourself, and you know that you‘ll run that and
then obviously you‘ll have some strategy on how to reach the last arena
for your race. Otherwise, if someone comes up with the policies he has
designed for you, then you‘ll feel that you‘ve never been part of the
process, and it‘s not a good policy for you. (S4)
I think the challenge within SANParks is to try and have space for people
to engage on issues and understand the transformation and its implications
so that there is serious buy in. It‘s not just your corporate ideas coming
down and having to be implemented. You want to find situations where
people are workshopped and people actually debate and engage on these
things and explore implications on a Park-to-Park basis. Then, people get
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to understand that [resource use] is not really a threat to Park management.
It‘s actually a way of getting people to understand. I do not think a
community will be confused to an extent that they think a Park is really
becoming theirs because they are involved in the management. People can
still see that this is a SANParks management, but they appreciate moments
of involvement and participation and a sense of ownership, as well. (S16)

The realization that stakeholders must be involved in decision-making processes
for them to buy into policies and actions is not ground-breaking by any stretch –
―stakeholder involvement‖ materializes in almost every dimension of contemporary
protected area theory and practice. The extent, though, to which stakeholders, or certain
sectors of protected area administration for that matter, are involved is by no means
uncontested. Whereas some stakeholders might want to increase their decision-making
clout by being more involved, some protected area organizations would rather maintain
as much power or control over the process as they feasibly or legitimately can.
―Consultation,‖ for instance, might be preferred by protected area organizations over a
more power-sharing framework, such as ―co-management,‖ because with such an
arrangement, there is the risk that the organization‘s agenda will not be realized or there
might be no assurance that decisions are actually made,

We‘ll take into consideration what the local communities want, but we
cannot use that to decide what is best for the Park. (S25)
I think it is better off to know whose responsibility it is to develop the
policy, ultimately. The question of co-management can create a lot of
problems, because what happens is if you do not agree completely on a
particular matter, then nothing is going to happen. But, if it is now that the
buck stops with SANParks, after consultation the buck stops with
SANParks, then the responsibility is that of SANParks to make sure that
things happen. If you co-manage, then nothing would happen. (S10)
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I think internally, we have to decide what is the way forward before we go
and talk outside. You go outside, and you create all of these expectations
that you cannotmeet, and then you make enemies. We need to have a clear
policy and understanding. And, if it must be, ‗at this point we do not know
enough, therefore we cannotdo it,‘ it has to be that. As a managing agency
who is responsible for this protected area, we have to make some type of
decision sometimes. We have to say, ‗sorry, we‘re not happy with this
because we do not know enough, and therefore, we‘re not going to allow
utilization for a, b, and c reasons.‘ There might be areas where we think
we will be comfortable with – like the elephant meat. But, obviously,
we‘re not comfortable with it, because we‘re not going to cull them due to
the public opinion. (S25)

S8, who discussed above the importance of buy-in in terms of Park staff offered a lengthy
explanation of how, because of the Park‘s mistrust of local residents, they are actually
being very ―brave‖ in even consulting local residents throughout decision-making
processes,
The second part of legitimacy [beyond having buy-in] is a very
active policy that I‘m promoting – it‘s the consultative process. Now, the
problem with the consultative process is that it‘s high risk, and what you
get out might not be what you personally want. It‘s a leadership technique
that I‘ve adopted, in a mostly supportive environment. Is that true for
everywhere else in the organization? It‘s not. What happens in the rest of
the organization is what Kevin Rogers calls the D.A.D. approach –
Decide, Announce, Defend. What they do is at even the simplest scale,
they will draft something and send it out for comment, then maybe
someone has got a good idea and you‘ll make some small comments.
Essentially, it‘s getting done your way. That‘s a very safe approach.
What Kruger is doing, which [local residents] are not actually
getting and why they‘re not getting it is a different issue, is saying we‘re
here to ask you what you want in the plan. The best way we can do it.
What would be a better way? A better way would be to actually have all
those people jointly work-shopping the plan or the principles or the issues.
Why do not we follow that approach? Because it‘s too high risk right now;
because, yes, we would have a shared understanding, but we do not buy
into co-management.
Fundamentally, we are starting from we do not trust our
stakeholders right now – that they‘re not at a level of capacity that we
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would adopt a comprehensive, integrated approach, because we‘re not
trusting what might come out. And, if we create the illusion of comanagement (which is not in the law, we do not have to do comanagement, so we‘re not going to, or shared management) we could
expose ourselves to extremely high risk, because what comes out might be
the most wacky load of nonsense. And, we‘ve had examples of that.
So, we‘re like, ‗let‘s not be that brave.‘ That‘s what communitybased natural resource management approach was supposed to do. What‘s
happened is all of the studies have shown is that all of community-based
natural resource management is a failure of immense proportions… We
accept – or I accept – that we do not do co-management. Upfront, we do
not do co-management. But, what we do is recognize alternative forms of
knowledge. And, upfront, we will be a little brave and ask you to give us
that information, but we reserve the ultimate decision-making power… At
least upfront, we‘ve said you put in your knowledge, we will integrate it –
so it‘s an integrated approach versus a singular approach that we defend –
and there is stuff coming out of people and out of the process that we are
going to use. It‘s actually quite smart, cool. There is also crap, which is
why we reserve the right to say, ‗that‘s crap – no – based on our values
and principles.‘ (S8)
As S8 seems to imply, not all staff ―buy-into‖ processes that might be, as I will discuss in
the next section of this Chapter in terms of local residents‘ conceptualization of
legitimacy, necessary for local residents to buy-into Park actions or policies. In this way,
however substantively legitimate a policy might be, fundamental disagreements
concerning procedural legitimacy could engender a broader perception of illegitimacy.
This certainly seemed to be apparent in a three-day series of ―stakeholder-participation
meetings‖ held along the western boundary of the Park prior to the Park‘s release of their
2006 management plan. In attending all of those meetings, I observed43 that the Park‘s
notion of consultation was not entirely different from the DAD process S8 describes
above. The stakeholder participation meetings consisted of two parts – (1) a several-hour
43

All three stakeholder participation meetings were digitally video-recorded and are available on request
from South Africa National Parks. (The Promotion of Access to information Act, 2000 (Act 2 of 2000))
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long series of PowerPoint presentations offering stakeholders a detailed look at what the
management plan would consist of (including policies related to resource utilization), and
(2) a thirty-minute period after the presentation to ask questions. In two of the three
meetings, disgruntled residents of nearby communities accused Kruger‘s administration
of coming to the meeting with the Plan already decided upon and that, as a result, their
comments would be irrelevant.
The stakeholder participation meetings and interviews with staff illustrated that
creating a sense of ―buy-in‖ is an important feature of the procedural legitimation of
policies or actions. Nevertheless, there may be different views as to how far decisionmaking power should be shared or conceded in an effort to achieve ―buy in,‖ and hence,
to engender a perception of legitimacy among a particular stakeholder. Trust clearly
plays an important role in this decision. S8 describes above how, because some staff do
not trust local residents, there is a hesitancy to yield decision-making power to local
residents. Conversely, as demonstrated in the stakeholder participation meetings, local
residents might not trust Kruger‘s administration, because they do not believe that the
Park has made a good-faith effort to effectively involve them in the decision-making
process. In this way, the lack of trust between Kruger and some of its stakeholders give
rise to a troubling cycle imbued with hues of illegitimacy. These challenges are by no
means unique to Kruger – protected areas around the globe struggle with these precise
issues – but what this example does illustrate is that the procedure through which a policy
or action is developed can have an important bearing on conceptualizations of legitimacy.
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The legitimate implementation of a resource use policy
Beyond the development of a policy or action, many of Park staff that I
interviewed commented that the legitimacy of implementation is an important procedural
consideration, as well. As discussed in Chapter 2, adaptive management is an important
feature of Kruger‘s governance and management, and for many of the staff I spoke with,
the framework is a guiding philosophy for the legitimate implementation of Park policies,
I‘m very much in favor of starting to do some practical stuff. That‘s one of
the ways you learn. You do not tie yourself into precedents forever. You
can delineate some part of the Park and we can start using something. Set
up some rules. Try to make them work on a prototype basis, check how it
goes, and commit yourself to re-deciding what you‘ve learned and how
well it‘s worked five years from now. But, make sure you‘ve learned five
years from now. Otherwise we‘re not going anywhere. Part of the learning
is practical prototypes. Then, empirical data is part of the learning and
theory is part of the learning. We actually need to somehow integrate all of
those and have a process of doing those things and we might get
somewhere. If we go on doing what‘s been happening … I feel like we‘re
just going around in circles. They‘ve really delineated the governance part
of this stuff, but if you do not understand on what basis you‘re making the
decision, then you‘re governance can be excellent, but you‘ve got nothing
to support it. (S1)
For it to work right, we need to set up resource use in an adaptive way so
that you say to any of the village people or any of the chiefs, ‗okay, this is
what we think now, we‘re sort of thinking of this. Will this give us the
answers we need or what do you guys think? Will this help you? If
eventually, we find this out, will this be useful?‘ (S14)
The policies have to be flexible or adaptive. In that sense, they are living.
That‘s the most important thing for our conservation policies, goals, and
ideals. It has to be something that can be re-visited and not static. It
cannotbe something that someone has done once and that‘s the gospel
truth. The fact that is being re-visited, re-hashed, that is the most important
thing about our policies. That‘s like with this resource use policy, it has to
be able to change because the needs of the community might change.
There could be a decrease in demand over time. We cannotput it in a box
or a bottle – we need to work with it. (S24)
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We‘ve got an adaptive management framework that we work from, and I
would say if they consider consumptive use within Kruger, within national
Parks, then rather than doing nothing, make a concerted effort, say, ‗let‘s
do a trial run here, here, and there‘ – a sort of localized. See how it goes.
Are we capable of monitoring it or regulating it? We will not know unless
we try it. (S9)
We are prepared to investigate the possibility on a trial basis for certain
selected areas and see how it goes… I think one will only know that if you
do a couple of trials, try it out, and see how it goes. But, at the moment we
can only guess. We might be very skeptical and pleasantly surprised or
vice versa. We could be very optimistic and then end up being quite
disappointed. (S9)

There are a number of reasons, then, why an adaptive approach might be important to the
legitimacy of implementing a resource use policy. In the absence of an adaptive
approach, for instance, the fear of being bound by a comprehensive resource use policy
might prevent the Kruger administration from adopting a resource use policy. As
discussed earlier in this Chapter, the uncertainty of the ecological impacts of resource use
and whether or not resource use can be effectively monitored and regulated were
important rationales shaping the substantive legitimacy of resource use. The excerpts
above, though, offer the contention that uncertainty must be confronted and that a failure
to confront is a failure to learn. For some, then, uncertainty is an insufficient basis from
which to deem resource use illegitimate – speculations regarding impacts and the ability
to monitor or regulate resource use can only be confirmed by experimenting with
resource use. As S9 points out in the last excerpt, through the adaptive process, those
who were originally skeptical of resource use might be ―pleasantly surprised,‖ or those
who were supportive and optimistic might be disappointed. Nevertheless, the adaptive
management process may be an important procedural step in mitigating uncertainty.
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An overview of Park staff conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use
Up to this point in the Chapter, I have offered an overview of the Park staff‘s
complex conceptualization of legitimacy. Figure 7-1, presented earlier in this Chapter,
graphically represents a holistic snapshot of their conceptualization. As illustrated in the
Figure and discussed earlier in the Chapter, the values that Park staff identify appeared to
have a direct bearing on what staff felt were rationales that either legitimate or
illegitimate resource use. Broadly speaking these rationales were either substantive or
procedural in nature. Substantively speaking, some staff felt that resource use was
legitimate because (1) resource use is part of a broader, balanced approach to fulfill the
Park‘s mandate, (2) there is a moral responsibility to provide benefits to local residents,
given, in particular, that so many of them were forcefully removed from the Park, or (3)
resource use could provide a strategic means to both meet the needs of local residents and
build a strong constituency for the Park.
On the other hand, some staff felt that resource use was substantively illegitimate
because (1) there was a moral responsibility to protect the Park from the type of
degradation that resource use would bring about, (2) the uncertainty associated with
resource use (including its impacts and the ability to monitor and regulate it) necessitates
a very conservative, precautionary approach, (3) the inability to control access and/or
utilization, or (4) there demand would likely be to high to where the provision of
resources would have any practical impact in the lives of local residents.
In addition to substantive considerations, Park staff also pointed to the procedural
elements of resource use that contributed to its legitimacy. Obtaining ―buy-in‖ among
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both staff and other stakeholders through consultative processes were critical legitimating
rationales in the development of a resource use policy. In terms of implementation, many
staff maintained that implementing resource use adaptively could go a long way in
legitimating resource use and mitigating some of the challenges faced with the
uncertainty surrounding resource use.
While drawing generalizable conclusions was not the purpose of the qualitative
analysis I performed, in terms of the twenty-eight rangers and senior staff I spoke with,
most felt that a resource use policy could be drafted that was legitimate from their
perspective. Some staff, for instance, concerned about the uncertainty of resource use felt
that small-scale pilot projects undertaken in an adaptive way could alleviate their
concerns. While some spoke passionately about the moral responsibility to protect
Kruger from degradation, only a few felt that such a responsibility implied the absolute
prohibition of resource use. Finally, the inability to satisfy the demands was a factor that
contributed to some perceptions of illegitimacy, but most staff who discussed this aspect
felt that such a perception of illegitimacy would likely be expressed by local residents
rather than staff – the object of tokenism, that is, is more likely to experience malcontent
than the provider of a token gesture. Undoubtedly, the legitimacy of resource use is a
multifarious domain, but the complexity is only exacerbated when considering the
conceptualizations of other groups (admittedly heterogeneous) groups, such as local
residents and Park visitors.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCEPTUALIZING THE LEGITIMACY OF RESOURCE USE
IN KRUGER NATIONAL PARK – LOCAL RESIDENTS

Introduction
Just as it is erroneous to view the Park staff as a homogenous group of one mind
when it comes to the legitimacy of resource use, assuming that local residents (as the
benerationales of access to resource in Kruger) would universally endorse resource use in
Kruger would also be a mistake. Figure 8-1 presents an overview of local resident
conceptualizations of legitimacy. As with the Park staff, the values local residents assign
to Kruger are complex and in some instances conflicting. These values, though, along
with contextual considerations relating to the historical Park-people relationship, current
livelihoods, and democratization fundamentally shaped the procedural and substantive
considerations that either legitimated or illegitimated resource use. It might come as a
surprise to some, for instance, that many local residents see more utility in conserving
resources rather than utilizing them, despite having, in some cases, an obvious need for
resources. However, many local residents did feel an entitlement to resources in the Park
and a pragmatic need for them. In terms of process, the local residents I spoke with were
not opposed to consultative processes, but felt they needed to be improved in important
ways. As I will discuss in Chapter 10, these observations and others are particularly
elemental in understanding how the various conceptualizations of the legitimacy of
resource use (both across and within the various groups) might be reconciled.
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Legitimacy
of resource use

Procedural considerations

Legitimating rationales:
Consultative, but
Want the input of
local residents
Understand local
residents‘ thoughts,
needs, problems, and
expectations

Substantive considerations

Legitimating rationales:
Entitlement to
resources
Pragmatic need for
resources
The resource gradient

Historical Park-people relationship
Current livelihoods
Democratization

Illegitimating rationales:
Prioritizing ―nature
conservation‖ over
resource utilization

Importance of Kruger
Nature conservation
Income generator
Employment
Education
Kruger as the ―Gold Rock‖

Figure 8- 1: A map of local residents‘ conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use
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Local resident thoughts on the importance of Kruger National Park
Interviews with Park staff appeared to indicate that the values they assigned to
Kruger were influential in assessing the legitimacy of resource use. As articulated in the
Park‘s conservation values, Kruger is valued as a protector of biodiviersity and other
resources, but is also valued as a provider of benefits to its constituencies. These two
values, among others, translated to significant rationales shaping staff perceptions of
legitimacy. The value or importance of Kruger to local residents was also a contributing
factor to their conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use. Of the 39 local
residents that I interviewed, nearly all felt that Kruger was important to them in some
respect. Interestingly, many deeply valued the Park despite rarely visiting it,
I see it as a very great thing. But I have never been there since we were
taken out of the Park. So I have not visited the Park in a while. (LC15)
It's our treasure, because our forefathers were born there and they were
staying there, so I see it as something that belongs to all of us – both
ourselves and our past parents. I do not visit it, but I see it as a very
important thing, because it's our part and parcel of God, because we once
lived there. (LC16)
A spiritual or historic attachment that LC16 describes was by no means the only reason
local residents felt that Kruger was important to them. Conservation, education, and
employment opportunities were all main themes that emerged from the interviews. On
the other hand, valuing the Park as a reserve of resources for their use and as a place that
they could visit were each only initially expressed as important attributes of Kruger by
two separate interviewees,
All the animals. I‘m a young man now, but older than you. And, it was
just last year that I went to Kruger for the first time. Before then, I had
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only heard of these animals. I had seen them in books, but it was much
different when I go there to them. I was afraid of them. We saw a lion
right on the road. I did not want to get out of the car the whole time I was
in there. I think that the Park is also important to me because when I went
there, I was able to relax and rest. We went to Shingwedzi. It‘s a very
beautiful place. I really like the Park. It‘s a good place (LC1)
[T]he most important thing is the fertile soils in Kruger, but it‘s not
possible to get that soil. I remembers all those types of things that they
were plowing and they were having a lot of fruits. (LC30)
Perhaps the reflection of a Kruger staff‘s comment that it is the Park that creates the
demands of local residents44, all but the two local residents above that I spoke with
discussed the importance of Kruger in terms of the current benefits and activities that are
provided by or conducted in the Park, rather than benefits or opportunities that the Park
could potentially provide (e.g., access to resources in the Park). This is not to say that
local residents would not like to have more benefits provided to them, but, rather, that
because activities and benefits like resource use are largely prohibited in the Park, local
residents do not currently value the Park for those activities or benefits.
The Park‘s efforts to ―conserve nature,‖ on the other hand, figured prominently in
local residents‘ expressions of the Park‘s importance,
[I]t‘s very much important for the resources in the Park to be looked for…
it will actually attract people from outside to come and so those things
inside the Park… it is a valuable thing that the resources in the Park – the
animals and the trees of the Park – be looked for. (LC17)
It is good for the Park to be there and I want to see nature being
conserved, but then I do not visit the Park regularly. Ever since we were
expelled from the place, I have not yet visited the Park. I see it as
important that the nature be conserved. I see the whole Park being great.
(LC19)

44

See S8‘s comment, p. 178.
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It is important because it is the only place that conserves nature. If you
want to see some trees, or if you want to see wild animals, then you go to
visit KNP. (LC32)
I once worked in the Park… and I realized while I was still working there
that nature was actually conserved, and I see it as a very good thing. As
such, I would like to see it preserved in the near future. (LC18)
As LC17 and LC23 discuss, the importance of Kruger‘s conservation of nature might be
attributed to either conservation‘s ability to attract tourists or the assumption that Kruger
is, indeed, a bastion of nature that cannot be found elsewhere. Contrary to what LC18
might have implied in the last excerpt, some local residents I spoke with insisted that the
desire to conserve nature was not induced by the establishment of Kruger itself or the
efforts of Park managers to teach local residents about conservation. Instead, they argued
that there was an interest in conservation long before whites came to the area,

I was born and bred in that area, so I had experience of the past that even
before the arrival of Stevenson-Hamilton we were taking care of those
animals and those plantations.. (LC20)
These animals were looked for even before the arrival of the white man…
it is very much important for the animals to be kept there, to be taken care
of. (LC23)

As the comments of some staff suggested (see S8 on p. 209), there is a fear among some
that if local residents had more liberal access to the resources in the Park that they would
destroy it. One resident refuted that assumption by describing how land claimants, if they
successfully claimed land in the Park, would not want to develop the area, but would
rather conserve the area and use the tourism opportunities afforded through conservation
to generate income,
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If you look at the process of land claims, people are busy trying to claim
their land back in the sense of being part of the running or operation of the
reserve – not wanting to go back and build their houses there. That shows
how much important and understanding we have in terms of conservation
or in terms of nature conservation. So, we see it as a place where they can
generate income by having conservation areas close to their homes.
(LC14)
As LC14‘s comments suggest, many local residents believe Kruger is especially
important as a mechanism for generating income and employment opportunities,
Well, for me, I think that the community feels that Kruger is important in
terms of job creation. (LC14)
I do not see the very importance of Kruger, actually, but the importance of
Kruger is… the many people from the village who have been employed
there. That is the important thing I can quote. Nothing better than that.
(LC24)
Kruger is good, because I will just say about the time that I was working
there at KNP. I was first able to get a job. So, they taught me how to
conserve nature. It is still good to me, because they are still conserving
nature. It is good because it gives jobs to our young people, because we do
have people who are working inside the Park. (LC28)
Yeah, it‘s important mainly because there are a lot of people from the
local communities working in the Park (LC38)
[I]n the olden times, they were thinking that being removed from that
place they want to go back to those places, but presently they understand it
because Kruger National Park is putting their hands in the neighboring
communities, giving them their work, and they‘re creating jobs so that
they go and work there. So, that is why now they understand it better, and
they know that what is in Kruger National Park is the one which is inviting
people to come down to Kruger National Park so that they can be able to
get money. If the people that are coming in, they will be able to go down
there and they go and pay for certain things, and they get money from that.
Most especially the tourists when they‘re down at Kruger National Park.
(LC5)
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Indeed, as LC24 and LC38 discuss, employment might be the main or only reason why
some local residents value or view the Park as important to them. Interestingly, for LC5
at least, the value of Kruger as a source of income and employment is, in a way,
significant enough to justify the forced removal of historic Park inhabitants –
opportunities for employment are more important than the opportunity to go back to
living in the Park.
In addition to employment opportunities and conserving nature, some local
residents discussed that the Park is also valued for the opportunities it affords their
children to learn about nature,
It is also a very good thing because most of the things which are important
– especially the animals, we can take our kids to the Park and show them
some of the animals which they cannot see outside. [L]earners will learn
to also conserve nature even outside the Park. (LC16)
[I]n terms of conservation…[Kruger] is a very important thing because
their forechildren need to know what is this in terms of animals and plants.
For reference, for the future kids it‘s important for them. So, nature should
be conserved as such. (LC21)
I do not visit the Park, but there is a great need for nature to be conserved.
Our kids need to refer to whatever is inside the Park. So, they can only
refer them to those things if those things are actually kept safe or
safeguarded. (LC22)
I know people who want to become veterinarians and they need to be able
to see the animals. It‘s not as good to see the animals in the books or the
magazines – they need to see them in the bush in their natural
surroundings. That is why we cannothunt them all. (LC2)
The protection of the resources found in the Park, then, is important to some local
residents because, in the absence of protection, there is no other natural setting where
their children can observe and learn about the wildlife and plants found in the Park.
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For many local residents, the Park is important to them as a conservator of nature
because the Park‘s resources cannot be found elsewhere, and as a result, there are
valuable opportunities for employment and environmental education. As a few local
residents commented, though, the Park could be more important to them than it currently
is if the Park sought to ―empower‖ the surrounding communities,
Yes, I think it‘s important, but not as important as it could be. I mean, it is
good to have the nature conservation, and it is good to have the tourists
that come through here, and it is good to have some jobs available to our
villages, but it could be more important. (LC4)
Let me say that it can be important – very important – as long as the KNP
decides to empower the community. It‘s where the problem lies. I do not
see anything wrong with KNP myself. We acknowledge the fact that they
are conserving nature. They are looking after the animals, which, for
instance, our children after twenty years. That‘s why I do not see anything
wrong with the KNP. But, they do not empower the communities. They do
not involve the communities in their management. They want to plan
everything without coming to us. They go off and they decide alone. They
want to take a decision together with us so that we can also be
empowered, but that is what they are not doing. KNP is here just to control
us so that they can run their business well. (LC9)
You might have realized that there is no factory near to this community –
nothing. If someone is looking for a job, they must go to Gauteng – very
far from his or her family. Our only factory is KNP – this is our gold
mine. That‘s why we think this community can be built on it. We call it a
‗gold rock‘ on which our communities can be built. (LC10)
A lot is expected of Kruger as a National Park as the ―gold rock‖ upon which surrounding
communities might be built. Even those who demand more of the Park acknowledge that
the Park‘s conservation efforts are important, but they also believe that beyond the
employment and education opportunities that currently exist, more can be done to
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―empower‖ them. Whether or not resource use will serve that end, though, is a point of
contention among local residents.

Local residents and the substantive legitimacy of resource use
Discussing the legitimacy of resource use with local residents was a more
challenging task than discussing the same issue with the staff of Kruger. In my
interviews with staff, it was clear that (as some commented to me) many of them had
participated in a number of meetings and were well-versed in the pros and cons of
resource use. In terms of the local residents, on the other hand, I often felt that I was the
first person to have asked them about their views on collecting and utilizing resources
from the Park. Perhaps as a result, the most significant difference between the interviews
of local residents and Park staff was the level of detail at which they discussed the issue.
Park staff, for instance, were prepared to talk at a very detailed level regarding the
legitimacy of resource use, whereas local residents, forgoing the minutiae, often framed
their discussions in broader terms of benefit provision in general. Even when probed for
their specific views on resource use, some chose to discuss the legitimacy of broader
themes, such as development, community involvement, employment, etc. Nevertheless,
as the discussion in the following section and in Chapter 6 demonstrate, resource use is
an important issue to local residents, but as I will discuss in the next chapter, local
residents‘ interest in resource use might be a proxy for other benefits that they believe to
be more important (e.g., developmental assistance, education and employment
opportunities, etc.)
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Resource use as legitimate
Whether or not a proxy or surrogate for broader interests, local residents provided
insight into rationales that both contributed to the legitimacy and illegitimacy of resource
use. In terms of its legitimacy, local residents put forward three main arguments: (1) they
are entitled to the resources based on their historical relationship with the Park, (2) there
is a pragmatic need for resources among their communities, or (3) it‘s rational to expect
that they should be given access, since the Park has a wealth of resources and their
communities do not.

An entitlement to resources
As some staff discussed, allowing local residents to utilize resources from within
the Park may be conceived as a mechanism for redressing forced removals from the Park
and its attendant consequences for local residents. Many local residents discussed this
dimension in terms of benefits broadly defined, but several local residents also spoke
more specifically in terms of resource use as both a mechanism of redress and a right
resulting from their belief that the Park still belonged to them,

It is in fact our place so we have the right to [collect resources from the
Park]. We should be able to getting in there and doing whatever with the
place. It‘s ours, we should be given a chance to do that. It was a very good
place for us. (LC21)
Resource use is appropriate because it is our original place, no one was
supposed to be actually prohibiting us from going there and cutting down
trees and cut grasses. It's our own place and we should have a right to do
whatever things we would like to do with the place because it was
originally ours. (LC23)
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During those past days, when we were in KNP, we were not asking,
because we were residing inside. If I want to, I do not think about making
a permit to tell someone that I want stuff. It was free for me. If I want
marula, it was free for me. So, we feel not comfortable if we are not
allowed to go and collect those things. In fact, or in short, they are owing
us something. (LC28)
They destroyed and killed our cattle, so Skukuza is owing us. One other
thing, the place where they were residing, the soil was better. If you see
here, there is nothing. I want firewood and it‘s a problem because I have to
pay. If she wants grass, she has to pay. For everything, it‘s money. So,
Skukuza, in fact, is owing us something. It‘s not that she just needs
something, it‘s that they owe her something. In return, if Skukuza can do
something for them, maybe they may forget the issue of their cattle being
destroyed by the Boers. (LC35)

For some, then, the legitimacy of resource use is deeply rooted in the historical Parkpeople relationship. As discussed in Chapter 5, many local residents felt that life was
better in the Park, whether they actually lived there or were only told of life in the Park
by older family members. When living in the Park, as LC28 comments, they did not
have to ask for resources. Instead, it was their right to do as they pleased with the
resources and not have to pay for anything they used. Because some feel this opportunity
was unjustly taken from them and that the Park is still, in fact, theirs, they believe they
are entitled to the resources in the Park and that the Park owes them access to those
resources. If Kruger were to provide such access, as LC35 comments, doing so might go
a long way towards redressing historical wrongs, including the forced removals and
destruction of cattle.
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A pragmatic need for resources
At least among the local residents I interviewed, the sense of moral entitlement to
resources was a secondary factor contributing to the legitimacy of resource use when
compared to the pragmatic need for resources. In Chapter 6, I discussed a number of
resources that were of interest to local residents, and in that discussion, it was evident that
many were interested in those resources because they needed them – not necessarily
because they felt entitled to them,
As you see, we are forced to use the corrugated iron [for our roofs] – even
though we do not have any money. But, you must devise some means to
have those irons. Before it was cheap, because we were using thatching
grass and poles inside the Park. Kruger is not owing us something, but
when we are here, we are running short of things. So, there is a need to
have these kinds of resources. We need meat. Sometimes people put traps,
which is illegal, but they do it anyway. Skukuza must be aware that we are
in need of meat. (LC36)
Another local resident I spoke with further commented on how the need for resources –
particularly food resources – is significant enough that some local residents are willing to
risk entering the Park illegally to gather food,
People are starving here. Randy, you saw as you drove into Punda Maria –
people along the road. They are poor, hungry people. We need help, and
we need food. It‘s difficult for people to get food here, but they find ways.
Randy, you know some people get food from the Park, and the Park does
not even know it. They dig tunnels under the fence – under the fence to get
into the Park. I know where many of these tunnels are. People go out and
they come back in with stuff. (LC2)
Meat and other food is not the only resource that some local residents have a
desperate need for. As one sangoma noted, they felt if access to medicinal plants
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was provided, they might be able to heal many people in their communities that
are dying,
From the traditional point of view, it could be very important when the
issue of medicinal plants can be addressed, because there are a lot of
people dying, but if we could get those medicinal plants, which are in the
Park, we can be able to heal them. But, now they do not have an access to
that. And, if they can make it a point that the nursery is established, that
would be very important. (LC26)
Notwithstanding the reservations of utilizing nursery-raised medicinal plants among
some sangomas (see p. 172), it is conceivable that a nursery in Kruger could go a long
way in meeting demands for medicinal plants. In terms of other resources, such as
firewood, meat, and other foods, it is not clear that access could be provided to an extent
that would meet the needs of local residents. As discussed above, for some staff, this
consideration was an important factor contributing to the illegitimacy of allowing
resource use. And, the same seems to be true for at least some local residents – the
legitimacy of resource use might be fundamentally dependent on whether or not access to
resources will meet the needs that local residents have,
We‘re very hungry man. Did you drive to Punda Maria? It‘s a very hungry
place. They need the meat and they need the wood to cook their food, and
they need the thatch for their houses or plants for illness. We need these
things often, but I do not think that the management plan will let us. Small
amounts will help, but we need much of it. As I said, our people are
hungry, they‘re starving man. We must be able to do something about that.
Otherwise, we [are] going to keep starving. (LC1)
Yes, [I think resource use is appropriate] but only if it helps us and
eliminates our starvation. Just letting our village go and get one stick here
and one stick there is no help. We need wood for everything. We need it
for keeping warm in the winter, we need it for cooking, we need it for
boiling water, we need it for building things like fence. When the Park
talks about resource utilization, are they talking about letting our villages
come in and gather enough wood to meet all of these needs? Anything will
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help, but when they say they are benefiting us, they are not really
benefiting us. It‘s like a game where they tell us we‘re benefiting, but
we‘re not really benefiting. (LC3)
As the excerpts illustrate, any level of resource use might help, but the interest in
resource use among some local residents is rooted in the hope that it might meet the,
perhaps, lofty goal of eliminating starvation among their communities. This is, perhaps,
not to suggest that these respondents and others who feel the same way are adopting an
all or nothing mentality – i.e., they desire resource access to the extent that it eliminates
starvation or they do not want any access at all – rather, the excepts reveal that, for many,
there is a very serious, pragmatic need for material resources.

The resource gradient
The legitimacy of resource use, and the perception that resource use could meet
the pragmatic needs that local residents have might, at least in part, be attributed to the
comparison of resources in the Park with those outside. As discussed earlier, there is a
sharp distinction in the two vegetative structures and wildlife populations. In the Park,
large trees, fallen or dry wood for firewod, and wildlife for meat are all in abundance,
whereas outside the Park, these resources are much more scarce. To some, then, it is
rational or logical to expect that, with the abundance of resources in the Park, access to
those resources would be granted,
The Park has so much, but we have so little. Cannotthey help us? We need
it bad – we are starving. We know that the Park is thinking about culling
the elephants. Could not they let us have them? Elephant will feed a lot of
people. Impala would also be good. We need the meat. So, we know that
the animals and the nature belong to all of South Africa – not just us. But,
that does not mean that they could not help us. They have so much, and if
they‘re going to be killing it, why not let us have what is killed? I do not
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understand why they cannotdo it. Like the presenter said yesterday [at the
stakeholder participation meeting], we cannotjust go in and take
everything. And, we would not. We know that if we take everything that
there will be nothing left. We understand that. Then let the Park help us
know what we can take and what we cannot take. Then we can do it better.
Like the impala – I saw many, many impala and people tell me the same
thing. Why cannotwe take some? (LC1)
Look at all the dry wood laying along the road when you drive through the
Park. What purpose does it serve lying on the ground. The same is true for
animals. There are too many impala in the Park – we could use that
impala. The Park likes to claim that it is natural, but the impala entirely
unnatural. Allowing us to kill the impalas for meat would make it more
natural. The Park does not want to let us do that. Instead, they let the lions
come out and kill our cattle... (LC4)
Collecting resources from the Park seems, then, rational or logical to some given the
resource gradient that exists between the Park and surrounding lands. LC4 goes as far to
state that that the impala population in the Park, for instance, is unnaturally high and that
resource use – contrary to being unnatural or harmful to the Park‘s biodiversity – might
actually ―make it more natural.‖ Whether or not resource use would influence the
naturalness of the Park, the inability to collect resources from the Park might be
particularly frustrating, as LC4 comments, when those abundant resources (e.g.,
carnivores, such as lions) impact on the comparatively scarce resources that local
residents have (e.g., their cattle).
In short, the rationales that legitimate resource use for local residents are fairly
intuitive in light of the historical context and their current livelihoods. Because they were
forcefully removed from their land to make way for the Park, some local residents
believe (as did some staff) that they are morally entitled to the resources in the Park –
that, in fact, the resources still belong to them. For others, the legitimacy of resource use
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lies not in its moral undertones but in the pragmatic need for resources that their current
livelihoods have given rise to. Coupled with this is the premise that it is only rational to
expect the Park – with many resources – to provide access to those whose land is far less
productive. Not all local residents held resource use to be a legitimate activity. As I will
discuss in the next section, whereas historical and contemporary livelihoods strongly
influenced the belief that resource use is a legitimate activity, the value and importance
local residents assigned to Kruger engendered beliefs of illegitimacy among several local
residents I spoke with.

Resource use as illegitimate
While most local residents I spoke with felt that resource use in Kruger was a
legitimate activity, there were several who did not. One individual I spoke with
commented that, from a pragmatic standpoint, access to resources would be of little
utility, given that they were not familiar with the Park,
Besides the question of letting us in, even if we can be given a chance to
go there, we are not used to going to that place, so it will not be easy for us
to go there because we are not used to the place. (LC20)
In this way, rather than resource use being illegitimate in principle, some local residents
felt that resource use would be illegitimate because there was no way for them to
actualize the benefits of access to resources. Assuming, then, that they became familiar
with the Park and became aware of where resources were located, they might very well
view access to resources as legitimate.
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Another individual suggested that resources in the Park are valuable and should
not be wasted as they believe is often the case when medicinal plants are harvested,
Those resources need to be kept, because it‘s like grasses – should they be
harvested? Then animals are going to suffer maybe in terms of grazing.
Even outside here, when there is [field] fires, we usually wake each other
up to go up and try to stop that because we see it as a valuable and natural
resource that needs to be kept, not used or wasted... people do not have an
idea as to how best they can cut those trees for medicine. They usually cut
the whole and the whole plant usually dies... they do not have skills as to
how best can they cut this tree. (LC15)
Beyond the lack of skill in knowing how best to collect resources, LC15 also implies in
the beginning of the excerpt that resources, such as grasses, are better left to be utilized
by the wildlife in the Park than local residents. More generally, and consistent with the
importance that local residents place on Kruger, ―nature conservation‖ was an important
consideration for several local residents in assessing the legitimacy of resource use,
Even if we were given a chance to go there and maybe cut down these
trees and collect this grass, we will not be able to do that because we are
on the side of conserving nature. (LC19)
The regulations and acts which are there in the Park, that actually control
the Park, are prohibiting people from outside the Park going in there and
try to cut trees for medicine or kill animals for meat. Those acts are good,
because they‘re actually conserving nature (LC18)
…nobody has been putting more pressure into Kruger for wanting to get
resources by force. People understand that you have to conserve or look
after the environment. There must be some sort of control in the National
Park (LC14)

Interestingly, as LC15 suggested above, it is perhaps true that some local residents place
the needs of ―nature conservation,‖ which might be infringed upon through resource use,
above their own need for resources. The three excerpts above offer similar perspectives
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and suggest that some local residents feel the prohibition on resource utilization is
desirable. This does not necessarily mean, though, that these same individuals do not
recognize the need for resources among their communities. LC14, for instance, who
above champions the ―control‖ of National Parks, also commented that,
There is a very, very great demand for people to get the resources from
Kruger, but unfortunately there is not much access… most of the people
use firewood locally, and unfortunately we do not have a place where they
can get it. (LC14)
When I asked LC14 how local residents had acquired this conservation ethic, s/he
responded,
I think more education was happening to the staff that was working in the
Park. And, by making sure that the people in Kruger National Park or
other reserves get to learn, because every day they see the guests coming
to see those kind of things that is not there in their country. So, people in
the process get to understand why it is important to have national Parks,
why it is important to have those natural resources. It generates income
and job creation for the people. So, that message has spread to the people
that are here in the community. (LC14)

Other local residents I spoke with offered similar explanations as to why local residents
might place the interests of conservation above their own interest in the direct utilization
of resources,
It will cause impact, because if we say that we can allow all the people to
get inside the Kruger National Park to go and cut wood, or to chop wood,
or get thatch, and all these, some of the animals depend on the dry wood
where they have to live – like termites, they live on that. And, sometimes,
you find that there are certain small animals, which are living on these dry
woods. If we take them away, the tourists will not get any of those small
animals that they like to see, because those small animals are the ones
inviting the people to come down. So now if we do that, it means that you
are destroying the nature again. Also, sometimes, you find that those dry
woods, they decompose, they make manure for the grass to come up
again. So, now, we understand that. That‘s why our government has just
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decided to put electricity all over, so the people can benefit from
electricity rather than going inside and chopping wood… (LC5)
Resources are one way in which the country can generate income, because
people will get in [the Park] and they will have references in terms of trees
and animals that are not actually found in other countries. So, they see it as
a very good thing that nature should be conserved for people in the future
to refer, their future kids to refer to, and even people coming from abroad.
They‘re saying even in the time they were still staying there, they could
actually combat [field] fires should it arise. (LC17)
At least in part and for some, resource utilization is illegitimized and nature conservation
is legitimized on the basis that nature conservation (unlike resource utilization)
contributes to the attributes of Kruger that local residents feel are especially important –
i.e., a source of income vis-a-vis employment and tourism and as an educational resource
where people can learn about nature. In other words, for some local residents, the Park‘s
utility lies not in its resources that might be directly utilized, but the more indirect
benefits the Park yields though tourism, employment, and education.

Local residents and the procedural legitimacy of resource use
As did the Park staff that I interviewed, when asked about the appropriateness of
processes for making decisions about resource use, most of the local residents I spoke
with discussed the notion of procedural legitimacy in broader terms than resource use. In
particular, a few local residents commented on decision-making processes within the
context of the Kruger Management Plan that was being drafted at that point in time.
What might be loosely labeled ―stakeholder participation‖ was a key factor in the
assessment of procedural legitimacy for Park staff, and it was an important consideration,
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as well, for local residents. Several Park staff I spoke with made an important distinction
between ―consultation,‖ where the Park retains decision-making authority, and ―comanagement,‖ where decision-making power is shared between the Park and other
stakeholders. As discussed above, most Park staff that I spoke with favored consultative
approaches due, perhaps, as S8 (pp. 223-224) spoke of, to the inherent risks and
uncertainty associated with sharing decision-making authority.
Whereas it might be expected that local residents would take a much different
stance than Park staff, favoring more power in management and governance processes,
the views of local residents I spoke with were not inconsistent with those of the Park
staff. In fact, none of the local residents I spoke with called for decision-making
processes designed to result in equitable decision-making power or even more power than
what they already had. Consultation was not perceived to be an illegitimate approach,
but there were some frustrations with the current way participation in decision-making
processes were being realized. Some local residents I spoke with, for instance, offered
optimistic – but guarded – impressions of the current decision-making framework,
KNP and the community members must work together especially if KNP
is having a problem. They must come to the community like what they did
at the Protea Hotel and exchange some words. Improve where they are
lacking. Even though they cannot solve it now, but bit by bit I believe
things will become alright in the future. (LC11)
I think our involvement is good because now we cannot just look into
what happened in the past, we do not want to scratch on healing wounds
by saying we‘re not being considered for our feelings – we are. Now,
everyone is involved in making the plan something that is sustainable... I
think the starting point is the one that has been dealt with by looking into
all stakeholders because everyone will be contributing towards one
common goal of conserving the Park, because once that is not done, you‘ll
see a deterioration in the Park. I think you can compare now how the Park
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looks and how it was some years back – maybe before 1994. It‘s not all
about people are failing to manage the Park. It‘s all about being divided,
saying ‗we‘re not longer responsible.‘ Someone says let me just drop
everything. But if that‘s how it should work, we are likely to see the Park
deteriorating further in its status. The thing is let us all come together and
work toward one common understanding and one common objective of
conserving the Park... So, I think that step that has been taken in involving
all the stakeholders is a giant step in the good management of the Park,
because everyone must see the Park as his own asset, so I think that it has
been a good step. (LC7)
It was good to have the stakeholder participation. I wish though that there
would have been more time for input. Many of us, Randy, take the bus,
and we could not stay very late, but it was late when we were able to give
our input. That is the most important part of the stakeholder participation
meeting. The presentations were good. I thought they were helpful. The
Protected Areas Act is confusing though – very many objectives. (LC1)
In principle, then, these local residents view the current approach to ―stakeholder
participation‖ as legitimate. LC7, for instance, discusses that it is time to move on from
―scratching old wounds‖ and recognize that local residents should embrace the
opportunity to be involved in shaping the management of the Park and ―contribut[e]
towards one common goal of conserving the Park.‖ But, as LC11 and LC1 briefly
discuss, the implementation of consultative principles might have been ―lacking.‖ LC1
identifies, for example, more time in stakeholder participation meetings to provide input.
Others I spoke with, though, offered more general and systemic concerns related
to the consultative process. One such concern was that the Kruger administration,
through consultation, should make a more concerted effort to understand the people‘s
needs, expectations, and problems they face,
Well, I think my point of view could be getting more local people
involved in terms of the decision-making. Even if Kruger can come out
and get to understand what people want and what people need or what
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people expect to happen in the reserve. Even if to only understand their
point of view, that will help them to make decisions that will also help the
community. The people of the community will feel that they‘ve been part
of the decision because they have been consulted before any kind of
changes... I think Kruger has to do much more consultation now and then
with the community. If there is a relationship or communication now and
then between the community leaders and Kruger, that will help Kruger
National Park to be more successful and to have good relationships with
the community. People will see that as a benefit. (LC14)
There are regulations there. If you‘re here, you‘re not consulted. You‘re
not involved. There is nothing you can do, even if you are having concerns
that you can raise. If you‘re not given a platform where you can raise
them, then it becomes null and void. It's useless to raise my voice to
someone who will not actually interact with me and understand the
problems I have. The relationship between the Park and the community is
not good – no interaction. (LC20)
From the perspective of some local residents, having a ―platform‖ where their thoughts,
needs, problems, and expectations can not only be heard, but be understood, is an
important feature of the consultative process. In the absence of such a platform, as LC20
discusses, the current approach might not even be considered ―consultative.‖ LC14
further suggests that the impression among local residents that they‘ve been understood
might go a long way to improving the relationship between them and the Park. Beyond
understanding them, though, some local residents commented that they have to feel that
their participation is not ―passive‖ and that the Park does not merely ―need‖ their input,
but rather ―wants‖ it,
Involving the villages and getting our input is a very good thing. We want
to give our input. But, mostly, we want to have our input heard. When
people are prejudice, they say you have to do 1-2-3. They only consulting
us because the [Protected Areas Act] says they must. I did not even know
of this act. We do not have copies of it. We‘re not aware of its existence.
The whole [stakeholder participation] meeting disturbed me. They only
ask for our input because the law tells them that they have to show they
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asked for it. How do I know my opinion is going to be heard. I‘m sure
they have finalized the Plan. They really are not interested in our input.
They never wanted our input before. To me, whether we get what we need
is just as important [as] having our input heard. The animals that get out of
the Park is a perfect example. We have asked and asked them to control
their animals, but they tell us that they are not the Park‘s anymore, and
they tell us that they are Limpopo‘s animals. Limpopo tells us that they are
Kruger‘s animals. We have given our input and asked them to take their
animals, but they do not. They do not want to hear us. All the while, we
suffer. Is it even worth going to these meetings? I do not know... the Park
must not need our input, they must want it. (LC3)
It‘s still a passive participation. So, that I think we have to fight against
that because, in fact, if they just come and consult you and you make
inputs, but when they go, they throw it away and take some other things.
They say, ‗no, there are decision makers elsewhere.‘ So, I think it is
important also to involve us in the process of decision making. (LC9)
As these and other excerpts illustrate, local residents‘ conceptualizations of a
legitimate decision-making process are not necessarily inconsistent with the procedural
principles that Park staff view as legitimate. There might be, though, aspects of the
implementation of those consultative principles that local residents view as illegitimate.
Most significantly, based on the interviews I conducted with local residents, a legitimate
consultative process is one characterized by (1) active participation where the Park wants
(rather than merely needs) the input of local residents and/or (2) a demonstration that the
Park understands the thoughts, problems, needs, and expectations of local residents.
While these thoughts were offered in a context much broader than the more narrowly
defined issue of resource use, these considerations could have an important bearing on
local residents‘ assessment of decision-making processes related to resource use. For
instance, rather than crafting an a priori resource-utilization plan or policy, an expressed
effort to ―want‖ the input of local residents and understand local residents‘ thoughts,
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problems, needs, and expectations related to resource use might be critical rationales if
local residents are to view such a plan or policy as legitimate.

An overview of local residents’ conceptualization of the legitimacy of resource use
As with the Park staff that I interviewed, the underlying values assigned to Kruger
by local residents, as well as a number of substantive and procedural considerations
related to resource use, gave rise to a complex conceptualization of the legitimacy of
resource use among the local residents I interviewed. Illustrated in Figure 8-1 is a model
of those conceptualizations. Whereas with the Park staff, the values they assigned to
Kruger had strong impacts on both the ways in which they legitimized and illegitimized
resource use, the values local residents assigned to Kruger influenced primarily the
perceptions of resource use as a substantively illegitimate activity. Many of the local
residents I spoke with valued Kruger for it‘s ―nature conservation‖ objectives and the
concomitant ability of the Park to generate income for local residents through tourism
and employment opportunities, as well as provide for environmental education. Some
local residents I spoke with felt that allowing resource utilization would undermine those
conservation objectives and, as a consequence, would damage education and incomegenerating opportunities. Resource use in Kruger, then, might be conceived as an
illegitimate activity because it undermines the broader needs they have.
For those local residents who viewed resource use as a legitimate activity, their
perceptions appeared to be driven by the historical context and their current livelihoods
rather than the values they assigned to the Park. Many local residents I spoke with felt
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that resource use was legitimate because it might serve a pragmatic need they have, such
as wood for cooking and heating or meat for food. Others reflected on the forced
removals from the Park and maintained that they were morally entitled to the resources in
the Park – that, in fact, those resources were still theirs. Beyond the pragmatic and moral
rationales for legitimating resource use, some local residents commented that their
resources were largely degraded and that the Park appears to have an abundance of
resources; they suggest that it is only rational to expect, then, that they should have
access to those resources.
Procedural considerations also featured strongly in my interviews with local
residents. As with the Park staff I spoke with, the local residents tended to speak about
procedural considerations in terms broader than the single issue of resource use.
Interestingly, their perception of what constituted legitimate governance and management
processes were not, in principle, different than the views of many Park staff I spoke with.
Nearly all the Park staff felt that ―consultation‖ provides a legitimate framework for
management and governance of the Park, and for the most part, the views of local
residents were not inconsistent with this approach. Many local residents did express,
however, disappointment in the way in which the underlying principles of consultation
have been realized. Most importantly, local residents commented that in the process of
consulting them, Park staff must want – rather than legally need – their input, and they
must demonstrate an effort to understand their thoughts, problems, needs, and
expectations.
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CHAPTER 9
CONCEPTUALIZING THE LEGITIMACY OF RESOURCE USE
IN KRUGER NATIONAL PARK – PARK VISITORS

Introduction
To present and discuss how Park staff and local residents conceptualize the
legitimacy of resource use would be telling only part of the story. Just as the ―protection
of biodiversity‖ and ―constituency building‖ are on equal footing as Park objectives, so,
too, is providing for ―tourism‖ opportunities. Visitors to Kruger, then – who are the
realization of the tourism objective – constitute an important stakeholder in the resource
use issue. Is it possible, for instance, that resource use could negatively impact tourism
and the ―visitor experience‖ to the extent that it would be rendered illegitimate?
Recognizing that nearly all of Kruger‘s revenue comes from tourism (e.g., Park entrance
fees, lodging, etc.), it seems likely that, at a minimum, visitor conceptualizations of the
legitimacy of resource use might play a significant role in decisions concerning resource
use.
Understanding Park visitors‘ conceptualizations present challenges and
opportunities not encountered with Park staff and local residents. Perhaps the most
challenging feature of attempting to capture the views of Park visitors was accounting for
their extraordinary cultural diversity. Granted, there is certainly a high degree of
diversity among local residents and Park staff, but Kruger – as an international
destination – attracts visitors from literally hundreds of cultures and walks-of-life. As a
result, while I felt the interviews with local residents and Park staff captured an adequate
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Figure 9-1: A map of Park visitor conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use
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and representative spectrum of views, I suspect that my interviews with visitors, while
providing depthful insight, might not capture a true range of views.
In order to mitigate this challenge, I administered a visitor survey derived, in part,
from my interviews with local residents, Park staff, and Park visitors. As discussed in
more depth in Chapter 4 (pp. 133-136), though, there were limitations with this aspect of
the research, too. In short, the data collected from visitors was, perhaps, more
problematic than that collected from the Kruger staff and local residents. Nevertheless,
the survey data combined with the interview data provide a useful look at visitors‘
conceptualizations of legitimacy.
Figure 9-1 presents an overview of these conceptualizations. As with Park staff
and local residents, the underlying values that Park visitors assigned to the Park played an
important role in shaping the procedural and substantive considerations that either
legitimated or illegitimated resource use. Based on both the interview and suvey data, the
most apparently significant values assigned to Kruger related to Kruger as a protector of
the flora and fauna, Kruger‘s pristine character, its symbolic valus, and the opportunity
for a peaceful and relaxing experience. For the most part, these values translated to
resource use being widely regarded among visitors as an illegitimate activity in the Park –
70% of the visitors believed resource use should not be allowed. Substantively speaking,
those that felt resource use was an illegitimate activity, rationalized the illegitimacy in
terms of how resource use would undermine Kruger‘s most important values. Moreover,
many Park visitors were suspicious of local residents‘ ability to use the resources in a
sustainable way. For those that felt resource use was a legitimate activity, they
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rationalized resource use based on the moral responsibility society has to the local
residents, as well as the utilitarian perspective that resources must not be ―wasted.‖
Procedurally speaking, most Park visitors believed that Park staff should be left with
power to decide how resources are used (if at all).
In this section, I retain the same organizational structure found in the preceding
sections of this chapter (e.g., a discussion of values, substantive legitimacy, and
procedural legitimacy), but within each of the three sub-sections, I divide my discussion
and presentation of results into ―interview data‖ and ―survey data.‖ At the end of each of
the three sub-sections, though, I provide a synthesis of what – taken together – the data
from both sources convey.

The values visitors assign to Kruger National Park
As with the local residents and Park staff, it was evident that the values and
importance that visitors assign to Kruger contributed in important ways to their
perceptions of the legitimacy of resource use. In interviewing Park visitors, I asked them
if they felt Kruger was important to them and why it was or was not. No one I spoke
with felt that Kruger was not important to them, and despite the diversity among the
visitors, a number of common themes emerged. In addition to the interviews, I was also
able to able to explore the values and importance visitors assign to Kruger through the
visitor survey.
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Interview data
When asked during the interview, if they felt Kruger was important to them, every
visitor I spoke with responded with a resounding ―yes,‖ as if it was almost ridiculous to
ask the question in the first place. International visitors travel from around the world to
experience Kruger, and many South African families have made their trips to Kruger a
several-decade tradition. When asked why Kruger was important to them, nearly all
visitors discussed in some form or another how the Park provides an opportunity to both
conserve nature and enjoy it by being out in the ―bush,‖
We‘re just mad about the bush. Just the experience of being out in it.
(V61613)
It‘s conserving nature for all South Africans and the country. (V6161)
It‘s just a great place to come and be in nature. I love it. (V6167)
I think the awareness of nature conservation in South Africa makes it
important and the area that they're conserving here is one of the larger
areas that you can visit. The diversity of game that you can see here. It's
really important. (V823)

When I followed up these and similar responses by asking why nature conservation or the
opportunity to experience nature was important to them – particularly in Kruger – many
visitors had difficulty responding, commenting that the just believed it was important.
Some visitors I spoke with, though, noted that the experience and opportunities available
in Kruger are important because, in the face of increasing development, it‘s not possible
to find areas like Kruger where wildlife, the bush, and its wildness are protected,
Well, whatever else is in the suburbs and we have wildness here. Outside
of the suburbs is getting eaten up by humans, so let‘s keep an area of the
world like Kruger the way it was supposed to be. (V6277)
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Well, the conservation and the animals are important. I think it‘s very
important. These days, the population grows and the space for animals is
getting less in South Africa and all over the world. More and more species
are getting extinct. We need Kruger (V6165)
As the comments of V6165 suggestion, Kruger is especially valued by visitors for
its resident wildlife. Notwithstanding animals that escape the Park through the fencing,
there is very little wildlife outside the Park, and Kruger provides the only opportunity to
see many species in South Africa in their natural habitat. Wildlife – in particular ―The
Big Five‖ (i.e., lion, rhino, leopard, elephant, and buffalo) – are the single most important
tourist attraction for a number of visitors,
It‘s just the wildlife and the animals basically. That‘s what I think is
important about Kruger. (V61610)
We‘re all animal lovers. We love the wildlife. And especially now that my
sister has a little girl. And, it‘s just so wonderful for her to see the animals
– not in a zoo – but in their natural habitat. (V6168)
Yes, it is very important because I see a lot of animals, and I like to take
animal‘s picture. (V61612)
The five – the Big Five – that‘s what‘s important (V6169)
The wildlife is why we come here. (V6269)
It's the bush. I love the bush. You can see animals in real life. It's not like a
zoo or anything. It's quite fun. (V821)
The diversity - there is so many of everything. I do not know how to
describe it. It's like being in a zoo, but not - it's wild. One of the biggest
bushbok that he's ever seen and we were from here to there. Just the
variety of animals. I'm still taking it in here. (V823)
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While, admittedly, a visit to Kruger can at times be best characterized as a frenetic
race to see the next leopard, at other times it can be very peaceful. And, the opportunity
to relax in the quiet of Kruger is also an important value of the Park to some visitors,
Unlike the zoo where they keep the animals, the animals are free and
around, and you can drive around and see them. You're relaxed in the
Park. (V6261)
I love the atmosphere. It's wonderful. It's very relaxing to be here. I love
the Park. I love the animals. I love the atmosphere. It's so quiet and
peaceful - it's very nice. (V62610)
Just the solitude and the peace, that's what we love about it (V6262)
At least among South African visitors, the unique experiences and opportunities
(in particular those related to wildlife), not to mention its enormous size, give rise to a
strong sense of pride in and identity with the Park,
I think it‘s one of the South African icons – a world icon, I suppose. It‘s
very, very important that we do have it. (V61614)
I think the fact that it is our heritage. The animals have got somewhere to
live and it's unspoiled. It's a place to escape. It's a natural environment. It's
there - it's important just to know it's there. (V6262)
I think [Kruger] is important because it is a part of Africa that is so
unspoiled, and I can say unequivocally that it is undoubtedly is the finest
National Park that we have, and I've been to all of them. Within subSaharan Africa, it's probably up there with Serengeti, Masai Mara and
Chobe in Botswana. But, as far as South Africa goes, it's the finest Park,
and it should be kept as such. Once this goes, there is no other Kruger.
(V6265)
As Mabunda, Pienaar, and Verhoef (2003) have commented, though, this heritage exists
most strongly among white South Africans, and one of the Park‘s three principle
objectives – building a constituency – is designed to engender this same sense of identity
and pride among black South Africans, both locally and nationally.
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In summary, the interview data revealed that, as one might expect, Park visitors
do place a lot of value on Kruger. Most significantly, Park visitors discussed the
important role that the Park fulfills in conserving nature and providing opportunities for
visitors to experience the Park through activities, such as wildlife viewing. For some,
though, the Park is also valued as an area that visitors can come to relax and enjoy the
peacefulness of Kruger. In any case, and in particular for South Africans, the role that
Kruger serves, as well as the experiences and opportunities it affords, give rise to a strong
identification with Kruger as a symbol of national heritage. In the next section, I discuss
how visitors‘ values may be viewed from the perspective of the survey data I collected.

Survey data
As described in Chapter 4, the value or importance that visitors placed on Kruger
was assessed through a twenty-five item, seven-point, likert-type scale preceded by the
following question,
―Please indicate, for each of the following items, how important they are
to the overall value of Kruger National Park (1 being ―strongly
disagree‖ 7 being ―strongly agree‖):
A response of ―Do not know‖ was also permitted by circling the value ―X‖ placed next to
each item (see question 7 of the survey in Appendix 1). Descriptive statistics for
responses to the scale items are displayed in Table 9-1. As illustrated in the Table, the
survey data related to the value or importance of Kruger to visitors is largely consistent
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Table 9-1: Descriptive statistics for values scale items (visitor survey question 7)
Likert-type scale: 1 – ―strongly disagree‖ to 7 – ―strongly agree‖
Item
Values scale items

Mean

95% Confidence
Interval

Standard
Deviation

no.
1

A protector of threatened and endangered species

6.73

[6.64, 6.82]

0.64

5

a place where the wildlife and plants of the region can live

6.65

[6.54, 6.77]

0.84

24

A place for scenic beauty

6.58

[6.47, 6.70]

0.84

9

A place for education about nature

6.41

[6.28, 6.54]

0.93

17

A symbol of South Africa‘s identity and heritage

6.37

[6.22, 6.52]

1.07

18

A place for a peaceful experience

6.36

[6.21, 6.52]

1.1

6

A place to view birds

6.36

[6.21, 6.50]

1.06

12

A place for wildness

6.24

[6.05, 6.43]

1.37

23

a place to view the ―Big 5‖ (i.e., lion, rhino, elephant, leopard,
and buffalo)

6.23

[6.06, 6.40]

1.23

4

a place that everyone should see at least once in their lives

6.18

[5.99, 6.37]

1.34

8

A place for people of all cultures

6.12

[5.95, 6.28]

1.19

3

A place for scientific research

6.05

[5.86, 6.24]

1.34

2

A tourist destinatinon

5.86

[5.67, 6.06]

1.37

13

A place that belongs to everyone

5.78

[5.55, 6.00]

1.62

15

a place without most types of human development

5.64

[5.41, 5.87]

1.66

20

a place without most types of commercial development

5.63

[5.37, 5.89]

1.87

10

A place to be away from other people

5.38

[5.16, 5.60]

1.56

11

A sacred place

4.92

[4.64, 5.21]

2.04

21

an economic resources

4.78

[4.52, 5.04]

1.88

14

A source of benefits to local communities

4.71

[4.44, 4.97]

1.89

16

A place for family or individual traditions

4.51

[4.21, 4.81]

2.14

22

a place to be free from society and its regulations

4.48

[4.20, 4.77]

2.03

7

A place for recreational activities

4.15

[3.89, 4.10]

1.81

19

a reserve of natural resources for use by local people

3.76

[3.47, 4.05]

2.06

25

A social place

3.7

[3.44, 3.95]

1.82
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with the interview data. According to the survey data, the most important value of
Kruger is its role as a ―protector of threatened and endangered species.‖ Valuing the Park
as ―a place where the wildlife and plants of the region can live‖ came in a close second,
though. Responses to both items exhibited relatively small standard deviations indicating
that there was general agreement across all respondents that these two features of the
Park were very important. Valuing the Park as ―a place for a peaceful experience‖ and
―as a symbol of South Africa‘s identity‖ also emerged as important values in the survey
data, just as they did in the interview data.
While items related to wildlife, wildness, heritage, education, and scenic beauty
were all characterized by high means and relatively small standard deviations, there were
items that exhibited less importance and more disagreement. Valuing Kruger as ―a social
place‖ was the lowest valued item; the 95% confidence interval for the mean, in fact, is
below the scale mid-point. Interestingly, the second most least-valued feature of Kruger
among the twenty-five items was Kruger as a ―reserve of natural resources for use by
local people,‖ where the upper bound of the 95% confidence interval for the mean barely
exceeded the scale midpoint. While having the second lowest mean score, responses to
the item had the second highest standard deviation with the average response being just
over plus-or-minus two scale points from the mean, meaning that there was a relatively
high level of disagreement concerning that item compared to the others. In the last latter
part of this chapter, I will discuss in more depth how these values – expressed both
qualitatively and quantitatively – related to Park visitors‘ perceptions of the legitimacy of
resource use in the Park.
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Park visitors and the substantive legitimacy of resource use
In terms of both the interview and survey data, it was evident that the values
visitors assigned to Kruger had an important bearing on their conceptualizations of
legitimacy. Most significantly both sources of data illustrate that the wildlife and
conservation values which figured strongly in the broader set of visitors‘ values, rendered
resource use as illegitimate for most visitors I spoke with. For the minority of visitors
who maintained that resource use would be a substantively legitimate activity in the Park,
the judgment was grounded in the belief that local residents should reap benefits from the
Park and that there is a responsibility to use resources, lest they be wasted. Having an
important stake in the issue of resource use, these substantive considerations expressed
by visitors are particularly important in the broader assessment of the legitimacy of
resource use.

Interview data and qualitative survey data
The interviews I conducted with Park visitors and the comments offered in the
visitor surveys provided for very diverse perspectives concerning the substantive
legitimacy of resource use among local residents. In terms of both the interviews and
visitors surveys, most of the data spoke to the substantive illegitimacy of resource use.
There were a handful of visitors, though, that I spoke with or surveyed who felt that
resource use would be a legitimate activity in the Park. A few visitors I interviewed
commented that the Park is a place that people should be able to use, and that as V6161
suggests below, the failure to use resources in the Park would be a waste,
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People cannotget stuff from somewhere else. I think they should be able to
come and get things on their own here. The Park should even provide
some of those things. (V6261)
Yes, I think resource use is okay...This is a place that people can use, and
they must come here. (V61612)
Definitely, [resource use] is good, but I think within the boundaries. They
must not abuse it. If they do not use the resources, it will definitely
disappear, because you have to use what nature gives you. But, you must
not abuse it. (V6271)
I think that to conserve the nature, you have got to use what God has given
you. And, if you do not use it, you‘re just going to waste it. (V6161)

One visitor I spoke with simply felt that because many resources outside the Park
have been exhausted, allowing local residents to utilize resources from the Park is
the responsible thing to do (provided they do not exhaust the resources in the
Park),
I think allowing the people that live next to the Park to come in and use
the resources is the responsible thing to do. From what I can tell, they‘ve
exhausted much of what they have, and it‘s just the right thing to do to let
them come in and use the resources as long as they do not exhaust what‘s
in here... I just think it‘s the right thing to do and that the people living
around the Park are a part of the Park. (V6167)

Other visitors I spoke with or surveyed did not automatically assume that a Park is
a place for resource use, but instead suggested that resource use in Kruger is legitimate if
it provides opportunities for ―empowerment‖ or generating income,
[Resource use] is appropriate, you must remember. Look on the eastern
side; there is not so much on the side of Mozambique; it‘s on the South
African side. You can look at night, and you will see lights that look like
little cities next to the borderline. Those people are sitting there looking
inward and looking at this and saying to themselves ‗we do not have a part
of this.‘ There is unused land. There is a lot of money to be made there,
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and we‘re not making it. So, they‘ll have to do something about it. I do not
have a problem with it. They have to do something to get them involved
and share in the riches we are generating, because we are generating riches
here. I think it is a rational thing to do. Otherwise, you‘re going to have a
build up of pressure and problems on that side. You‘ll have people coming
in and hunting, and then you‘ll really have a big problem. (V6164)
If you're not uplifting the surrounding communities, then the areas that
people have to travel through before they get to the Park can be in quite a
bit of decline. Now, if you're uplifting the local communities, then those
communities are worth more and they're something to look at when you
come through. I think in that sense, [resource use] definitely goes more
towards the community. But, if they need to cut grass down, they may as
well let the communities use it. It's the same as supplying the craft shops
with beadwork. They need to let the communities do it for community
empowerment. (V6266)
It all depends also if you think of what [resources] are being collected for.
Firewood, for instance – for what purpose? Is it for resale? I know some of
the people will collect the wood, chop it up, and then sell it alongside the
road to people like me. That, sometimes, is their only income, and I would
say fine, then control it. Other people would say that they need firewood
to do their own cooking for eating purposes, boiling water, or whatever.
Then, I would say, consider something else as an alternative heat source.
(V61611)
The comments of V6164 suggest they believe that resource use would be legitimate
because by sharing resources with local residents, there would be less incentive to collect
them illegally from the Park. V6164‘s discussion of how local residents look to the Park
and recognize there is ―money to be made there‖ is aligned with V61611‘s suggestion
that resource use is legitimate to the extent that it provides for income generation – e.g.,
selling resources, such as firewood, that are collected from the Park – rather than meeting
a direct need that local residents might have (e.g., using the firewood collected to heat
their homes).
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Most of the visitors I spoke with were, at a minimum, skeptical of resource use.
Most significantly, many visitors believed that resource use is contrary to the features of
the Park for which it is most valued for (e.g., protecting wildlife, scenic beauty, etc.) and,
perhaps more fundamentally, the very principles upon which the Park was founded
The changing of policies in favor of the local population on the border of
Kruger is contradictory to the original ideas, spirit and aim of the
founders. The benefit to the locals is definitely short term, the damages to
the Park and risk for further exploitation are long term. (VS17)
Whilst uplifting the local community may be a consideration, one must
consider the reason for establishing the Kruger Park in the first place. It
was to protect flora and fauna. Neither I as a visitor or a member of the
local community has the right to destroy that. (VS692)
The fundamental and organic purpose of the Park, then – rather than providing benefits –
is to protect the flora and fauna of the Park and guard against its exploitation and
destruction. Resource use, according to some visitors, is counter to this objective. As
other visitors commented, the provision of resource use would be tantamount to
commercializing the Park and morphing its mission to social welfare rather than
conservation,
Do not commercialize the Park. It is the same as making poaching legal.
The Park was here first – not the people (VS92)
Kruger is a game reserve – not the department of social welfare. (VS695)
Despite the contestable validity of VS92‘s claim that the ―Park was here first –
not the people,‖ it was evident that many visitors held the same underlying sentiment
that, at least in terms of priorities, the integrity of the Park far surpasses the welfare of
local residents and that resource use would undermine the Park‘s most desirable features,
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We have to keep our Park sacred. Do not allow people to use it (VS150).
[Resource use] is inappropriate. No, we as a people do not look at a Park
in that sense. We might as well close it up. Because the people they just
abuse it at the end of the day. They do not look at after it, they would just
abuse the Park in general. It‘s just totally against nature for them to do
that. That‘s just how I feel about it. At this stage, the people come in
illegally, and if they do collect stuff in the Park, it just a breaking of nature
in general. The animals would move out, and everything would just die
out, in general, because the humans tend to break it down… everything we
touch. They need to keep people out in that sense. I‘m 150% against it.
(V61610)
You know, I think what we love about this is that it is so natural, and it is
so untouched, and unspoiled really. I believe that… I just do not think
[resource use] should be allowed. I think it would spoil it... To me, doing
that would mean that the animals would be poached or wiped out. It‘s the
duty of the Park to protect the wildlife and its habitat. I just do not think
it‘s a good idea. I just do not think it should be allowed. It‘s not consistent
with what the Park should be doing. People are starving, so they‘re going
to poach the animals and destroy the wildlife. I really do not see why we
would need to allow that – it‘s ridiculous. Are not there other places where
they could collect that stuff? It‘s just not a good idea… This is our place.
We want to come and see everything here and to enjoy ourselves…
(V6168)
I do not think [resource use] must happen, definitely not. Because they
would ruin the atmosphere, the wildlife. I think it's not a good idea,
definitely. (V62610)
[Resource use] is not appropriate because it is a wilderness area and it
should be protected as such. It is a national Park and it's a heritage site,
and it's one of the few that are unspoiled. It should remain unspoiled for
the rest of the world to come and enjoy. It's one of the prime tourist
attractions in the country, apart from the Western Cape. If people want to
see wildlife, then they come to Kruger. I think it should be protected as
such - the flora and the fauna. It should be protected for everyone to enjoy.
If everybody is going to be allowed to come in... If indigenous people are
going to come across the borders to come and plunder, be it for firewood,
for thatch for their homes, or for food, poaching, then I think appropriate
measures should be taken to stop that. That's what makes this place special
- is that it is unspoiled. It's a National Park. (V6265)
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The Kruger Park must be kept a National Park – not a place for resources
for local people on the western boundary. Take a look at what the local
people have done on the eastern boundary. There is no wildlife. Where
do you stop it? (VS540)
As evident in the excerpts above, underlying the belief that resource use would ―spoil‖
the Park is a deeply-held mistrust of the local residents – that, left to their own volition in
the Park, local residents would ―abuse,‖ ―plunder,‖ ―poach,‖ and ―destroy‖ Park
resources. The Park‘s ―specialness‖ and ―atmosphere,‖ as a result, would, be irrevocably
blemished. V6168 suggests above that the Park and its special features do not belong to
the local residents and that, instead, ―This is our place. We want to come and see
everything here and to enjoy ourselves.‖
For some visitors, as V6168 rhetorically asks in the excerpt above, resource use is
illegitimate because they believe there are ―plenty of places‖ around the Park and
throughout the country where resources could otherwise be collected,
I feel that resource use would have a devastating results on the ecology.
We have a large country and plenty of places elsewhere for people to
obtain their resources (VS174)
It just takes away from the Park. There is plenty of places around here
where they can gather things. They must not come in here to get things. It
needs to be kept in a pristine condition. [If resource use was allowed] I
would not come back. Part of the beauty of this is that it is left in its
natural format. The problem is that it is becoming far, far too
commercialized as it is. I mean it was just fantastic before. It's a lifestyle.
(V6273)
People have enough land as it is. They must use what they have more
efficiently and stop thinking they have the right to use resources from a
conserved area. Eventually, there will be no more boundaries to what they
can take. (VS277)
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It is possible that some visitors, such as V6273, hold these beliefs so strongly that they
would not return to the Park if resource use was permitted.
Beyond the impact that resource use might have on Kruger‘s character, some
visitors posited that the provision and use of resources was a red herring distracting
attention away from other, more constructive benefits or considerations,
Of course, the people in the area need to see some benefit coming out of
the Park, but I think it should rather be out of tourism, though. It should
rather be out of a levy where we build them homes and that type of thing. I
think the Park should really be sacrosanct. I do not think anything should
happen in the Park. (V6262)
Rather than simply allowing increased access to resources, local
communities need to be educated as to the management of these resources
in areas adjacent to where they live. The areas on the western borders are
radically farmed, eroded, deforested, and badly managed. The local
people need education rather than further land opportunity to exploit on an
‗expectation value‘ system, rather than a ‗responsibility‘ system. The
education received by the locals does not always focus on sustainability
and this is a serious issue throughout South Africa, not just around the
Park. Allowing even managed access to plants, etc. is a form of
permissible poaching in an area set aside for conservation. (VS151)
I do not think they should come to the Park at all. I do not think any of
them should be coming to the Park. I think they must get out there and
earn a living and not collect mopane worms - they should be more
creative. (V6268)

For these visitors resource use is illegitimate because it does not serve what they believe
to be more important and systemic issues (e.g., a lack of ―creativity‖ or the need for
―education‖) or that benefits could be more appropriately provided through tourism
activities.
In summary, while some visitors did view resource use a legitimate activity on the
basis of the Park‘s responsibility to the local residents or the assumption that not using
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resources would be a waste, most visitors I spoke with viewed resource use in the Park as
illegitimate. Most notably, many visitors maintained that the provision of resources
would undermine the fundamental purposes (e.g., protection of the Park‘s flora and
fauna) the Park was founded upon and serves. Moreover, resource use was also viewed
as inappropriate, since some visitors believed that the resources of interest could be
gathered from elsewhere. Finally, as discussed above, others felt that local residents
would be better served through education, tourism revenue, or becoming ―more creative‖
in mechanisms they employ to meet their needs. In the next subsection, I continue to
explore the rationales that contributed to visitors‘ perceptions of the substantive
legitimacy of resource use, but do so from the perspective of the survey data I collected.

Survey data
The survey data are generally aligned with the interview data, suggesting that
most respondents did not view resource use as a legitimate activity in the Park. Of the
257 visitors who responded to survey question 11(a), which reads,
If managed by Kruger National Park, should people living near the
western boundary of the Park be allowed to collect resources from the
Park that are not endangered or rare (e.g., firewood, thatch grass, some
medicinal plants, etc.)? (see Appendix 1),
27.2% responded ―Yes,‖ resource use should be allowed, and 72.8% responded ―No,‖
resource use should not be allowed.45 Interestingly, though, as Table 9-2 illustrates, there

45

In terms of responses by population group, 86.7% (n=13) of black visitors felt that resource use should
be prohibited compared to 72.4% (n=168) of white visitors. However, because of the small number of black
visitors surveyed, it was not possible to identify any differences with statistical significance.
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was a statistically significant difference in the way international visitors responded to the
question compared to South African visitors. International visitors were more than twice

Table 9-2: Should resource use be allowed in Kruger? (survey question 11(a))
Nationality

No

Yes

132

31

(81.0%)

(19.0%)

55
(58.5%)

39
(41.5%)

187

70

(72.7%)

(27.3%)

South African visitors

International visitors

Total
χ2 = 15.19; df = 1; p < .001
Note: Percentages in parentheses represent within-group percentages

as likely to believe that resource use should be allowed (41.5%) than South African
visitors (19.0%).
To identify how various rationales or considerations influenced visitor
perceptions of the legitimacy of resource use among local residents in Kruger, visitors
were asked to respond to eleven resource-use-related scale items (see survey question 9
in Appendix 1). The scale items were derived from qualitative data obtained from Park
Table 9-3: Descriptive statistics for resource-use scale items (survey question 9)
Likert-type scale: 1 – ―strongly disagree‖ to 7 – ―strongly agree‖
Item ID

Resource use scale items

Mean
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95%
Confidence
Interval

Standard
Deviation

1

Kruger National Park (Kruger NP) is an area that should
remain pristine with as little human impact as possible.

6.44

[6.28, 6.60]

1.13

3

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather
resources from the Park should not be allowed if there
are other places where they can gather those resources.

6.09

[5.85, 6.32]

1.66

10

Resource use would disturb the wild or natural features
of Kruger NP.

6.06

[5.83, 6.28]

1.6

5

Policies and strategies for managing Kruger NP should
not change over time.

4.27

[3.95, 4.59]

2.28

4

Access to resources in Kruger NP should only be granted
to people living near the Park when the law requires that
it be granted.

4.01

[3.65, 4.36]

2.54

2

For conservation to be effective, Kruger NP, resources
(such as firewood, thatching grass, etc.) must be used
occasionally.

3.88

[3.59, 4.18]

2.12

11

Resource use is acceptable because Kruger NP must
experiment with different ways of conserving and using
natural resources.

2.93

[2.65, 3.21]

2

6

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather
resources from the Park is rational if the Park has many
resources.

2.85

[2.58, 3.13]

1.97

8

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather
resources from the Park is a good idea if it will improve
the lives of people living near the Park.

2.85

[2.57, 3.13]

2.02

7

If laws state that access to Park resources must be
granted to people living near Parks, then resource use by
people living near Parks would be appropriate.

2.82

[2.54, 3.10]

2.02

9

It is morally right to allow people living near Kruger NP
to have access to resources within the Park.

2.33

[2.07, 2.59]

1.85

staff, Park visitors, and local residents. Visitors were asked to indicate the extent to
which they agreed (on a seven-point likert-type scale) with statements such as,
For conservation to be effective in Kruger NP, resources (such as
firewood, thatching grass, etc.) must be used occasionally, and
Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from the Park
is a good idea if it will improve the lives of people living near the Park.

274

Displayed in Table 9-3 are descriptive statistics for the responses to these nine items.
Consistent with the values visitors placed on Kruger, the scale item with the highest level
of agreement (both in terms of a high mean and relatively low standard deviation) was
the statement, ―Kruger Natioanl Park (Kruger NP) is an area that should remain pristine
with as little human impact as possible.‖ Moreover, just as little value was placed on
Kruger as ―a reserve of resources for use by local people‖ (see survey question 7), the
mean scores for the resource-use scale items that provided justification for resource use
(e.g., ―it is morally right to allow people living near Kruger NP to have access to
resources within the Park‖) were all below the mid-point, indicating that, on average,
respondents disagreed with the statements that justified resource use.
In order to identify how the various considerations described in the resource-use
scale influenced visitors‘ perceptions of the substantive legitimacy of resource use, the
scale items were employed as independent variables in a logistic regression model with
the response to survey question 11(a) (―should resource use be allowed?‖) serving as the
dependent variable (see Table 9-4). In this ―full‖ model, with all eleven items included
as independent variables, only three had statistically significant regression coefficients.
Upon inspecting a correlation table for these eleven variables (see Table 9-5), it seems
likely that the high number of insignificant coefficients was most likely attributed to
multicollinearity among the items. Because multicollinearity inflates the variance of the
Table 9-4: Logistic regression results for resource-use
scale items (survey question 9) with question 11(a) as dependent variable
Item
no.

Resource use scale items

Coef.
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Standard Error

8

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park is a good idea if it will improve the lives of people
living near the Park.

1.1*

0.41

2

For conservation to be effective, Kruger NP, resources (such as
firewood, thatching grass, etc.) must be used occasionally.

0.58

0.37

3

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park should not be allowed if there are other places where
they can gather those resources.

-0.57*

0.25

5

Policies and strategies for managing Kruger NP should not
change over time.

-0.55*

0.25

6

Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park is rational if the Park has many resources.

0.53

0.28

10

Resource use would disturb the wild or natural features of
Kruger NP.

-0.3

0.28

11

Resource use is acceptable because Kruger NP must experiment
with different ways of conserving and using natural resources.

0.17

0.28

4

Access to resources in Kruger NP should only be granted to
people living near the Park when the law requires that it be
granted.

0.16

0.25

9

It is morally right to allow people living near Kruger NP to have
access to resources within the Park.

-0.14

0.33

1

Kruger National Park (Kruger NP) is an area that should remain
pristine with as little human impact as possible.

0.05

0.35

7

If laws state that access to Park resources must be granted to
people living near Parks, then resource use by people living near
Parks would be appropriate.

-0.04

0.35

Likelihood Ratio: 150.17; df=11; p < .00009; pseudo R2=0.72

* Significant at the p < .05 level.
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parameter estimates and, in effect, results in a less precise model, a ―restricted‖ model
was analyzed that included only three of the eleven scale items:
Item 3: Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park should not be allowed if there are other places where they can
gather those resources.
Item 5: Policies and strategies for managing Kruger NP should not change
over time.
Item 8: Allowing people living near Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park is a good idea if it will improve the lives of those living near the
Park.
These three items were selected because they were statistically significant in the full
model, they had the strongest effects on the dependent variable in the full model, and the
remaining eight items were all highly correlated with one or more of the three items
selected.
As illustrated in Table 9-6, the strongest or most influential effect in the
determination of whether or not resource use should be allowed was Item 8, which
posited that resource use ―is a good idea if it will improve the lives of those living near
the Park.‖ The effect of this item was more than three times as influential as the other
two, which both had a negative effect on the response as to whether or not resource use
should be allowed. In other words, agreeing with the two statements ―allowing people
living near Kruger NP to gather resources from the Park should not be allowed if there
are other places where they can gather those resources‖ and ―policies and strategies for
managing Kruger NP should not change over time‖ tended to imply that a respondent
would indicate that resource use should not be allowed.
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Table 9-5: Correlations for resource use scale items
Correlations

Little human impact

Occasional use

Other places to use

Law requires it

No change in policies

Park has many resources

Laws state it must be
granted
Improve the lives of
people
Morally right

Disturb wild or natural

Kruger must experiment

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Park has
Laws state it
Improve
Little human
Occasional
Other places
Law
No change
many
must be
the lives
Disturb wild
Kruger must
impact
use
to use
requires it
in policies
resources
granted
of people Morally right
or natural
experiment
1
-.167**
.572**
-.078
.200**
-.342**
-.443**
-.463**
-.405**
.509**
-.285**
.
.008
.000
.227
.001
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
262
250
253
239
250
248
242
253
248
248
254
-.167**
1
-.164**
.283**
-.214**
.519**
.476**
.499**
.450**
-.244**
.511**
.008
.
.010
.000
.001
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
250
257
247
235
247
245
238
247
244
245
250
.572**
-.164**
1
.007
.254**
-.305**
-.469**
-.416**
-.451**
.507**
-.305**
.000
.010
.
.914
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
253
247
258
235
247
248
238
251
246
247
253
-.078
.283**
.007
1
.000
.358**
.422**
.307**
.258**
-.110
.221**
.227
.000
.914
.
.995
.000
.000
.000
.000
.095
.001
239
235
235
245
241
235
233
236
231
233
240
.200**
-.214**
.254**
.000
1
-.331**
-.307**
-.280**
-.311**
.316**
-.186**
.001
.001
.000
.995
.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.003
250
247
247
241
257
246
238
248
242
244
251
-.342**
.519**
-.305**
.358**
-.331**
1
.649**
.733**
.683**
-.410**
.576**
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
248
245
248
235
246
253
239
248
244
243
251
-.443**
.476**
-.469**
.422**
-.307**
.649**
1
.833**
.777**
-.469**
.640**
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.000
.000
.000
242
238
238
233
238
239
245
241
237
233
242
-.463**
.499**
-.416**
.307**
-.280**
.733**
.833**
1
.829**
-.499**
.679**
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.000
.000
253
247
251
236
248
248
241
258
249
247
254
-.405**
.450**
-.451**
.258**
-.311**
.683**
.777**
.829**
1
-.546**
.588**
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.000
248
244
246
231
242
244
237
249
253
243
249
.509**
-.244**
.507**
-.110
.316**
-.410**
-.469**
-.499**
-.546**
1
-.338**
.000
.000
.000
.095
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
248
245
247
233
244
243
233
247
243
255
250
-.285**
.511**
-.305**
.221**
-.186**
.576**
.640**
.679**
.588**
-.338**
1
.000
.000
.000
.001
.003
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.
254
250
253
240
251
251
242
254
249
250
261

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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At the mean for Item 8 (2.85) which had the most substantial influence in
legitimating resource use, the probability of responding ―Yes‖ to whether or not resource
use should be allowed was 0.11. Increasing that value by 1 unit (i.e., to 3.85) increased
the probability of responding ―Yes‖ to 0.23. At the means of the two items which had a
negative effect on respondents‘ determination of whether or not resource use should be
allowed, the probability of responding ―Yes‖ was 0.23 for Item 3 and 0.24 for Item 5. An
increase from the mean of one unit decreased the probability of responding ―Yes‖ to
whether or not resource use should be allowed by 0.10 and 0.08, respectively.

Table 9-6: Restricted logistic regression model for resource use scale with question 11(a)
as the dependent variable

Coef.

Standard
error

Probability of
responding
“Yes” at the
mean

Marginal
effect at the
mean

Item 3: Allowing people living near
Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park should not be allowed if
there are other places to where they
can gather those resources.

-0.43

0.16

0.23

-0.10

Item 5: Policies and strategies for
managing Kruger NP should not
change over time.

-0.53

0.15

0.24

-0.08

Item 8: Allowing people living near
Kruger NP to gather resources from
the Park is a good idea if it will
improve the lives of those living near
the Park.

1.48

0.23

0.11

0.12

Item

Likelihood Ratio: 177.07; df = 3; p < 0.00009; pseudo R2 = 0.65
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A synthesis of the interview and survey data
Taken together, the interview and survey data provide rich insight into visitors‘
perceptions of the substantive legitimacy of resource use. Based on both the interview
and survey data, those who viewed resource use as a legitimate activity in the Park –
while in the minority (particularly among South African visitors) – frequently held that
belief because they perceived resource use as a valid tool if it improved the lives of local
residents or they felt that it was morally responsible to provide access to resources. The
majority of visitors, though, did not believe that resource use should be allowed and that
it is an illegitimate activity in the Park. For these visitors, the primary consideration was
the assumption that resource use would spoil the pristine character of the Park and
undermine efforts to protect the flora and fauna of the Park. While perhaps secondary,
both the interview data and survey data, indicate that resource use might be viewed as an
illegitimate activity if there are areas other than the Park where resources can be
collected. In the next section, again employing both interview and survey data, I explore
the rationales that contributed to Park visitors‘ views concerning the procedural
legitimacy of resource use.

Park visitors and the procedural legitimacy of resource use
As discussed in terms of the Park staff and local residents, the substantive
legitimacy of resource use – the rightness of principles upon which resource use is based
– is only one part of the broader conceptualization of the legitimacy of resource use. The
process through which a policy or approach to resource use is crafted and/or implemented
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also plays an important role in the overall perception of legitimacy. In this sub-section, I
discuss Park visitors‘ thoughts on the procedural considerations associated with resource
use in Kruger. I do not, however, offer separate discussions of the interview and survey
data, though, since only one question concerning procedural considerations was posed in
the survey (survey question 11(b)).46
The one procedurally-oriented question that appeared in the survey presented
visitors with the question,
Should the managers of Kruger National Park decide among themselves
how and what resources will be gathered, or should people living near the
Park help decide how and what resources will be gathered? (see survey
question 11(b), Appendix 1)
Of the 244 visitors who responded to the question, 187 (68.5%) believed that only
manages should decide. As with question 11(a), though, which asked visitors if resource
use should be allowed, there was a statistically significant difference in how South
African visitors responded (18.8% believing local residents should help decide)
compared to international visitors (31.1% believing local residents should help decide)
(See Table 9-7).
Only a few visitors I interviewed commented on the decision-making process
associated with resource use. One visitor, consistent with some of the visitor responses
concerning the substantive legitimacy of resource use, felt that if decisions and the

46

A separate discussion of interview and survey data was presented in the sub-section regarding the
substantive legitimacy of resource use because the resource-use scale was substantively oriented. As such,
it was possible to employ analytic techniques such as logistic regression using question 11(a) as a
dependent variable. Because of space limitations in the survey, a procedurally-oriented scale was not
developed. However, the question of who should decide how and what resources should be gathered was
put forward to the visitors surveyed in question 11(b).
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Table 9-7: Who should decide how and what Resources will be gathered? (survey
question 11(b))

Nationality

Only
managers

People living
near the Park
help

121

28

(81.2%)

(18.8%)

62

28

(68.9%)

(31.1%)

183

56
(23.4%)

South African visitors

International visitors

Total
(76.6%)
χ2 = 4.76; df = 1; p < .05
Note: Percentages in parentheses represent within-group percentages

management of resource use were not left to Park staff, then Kruger would be
―destroyed,‖
Let us not start building\destroying this one very special place. Leave the
management of the Park to the conservationists who I am sure would be
qualified to retain its natural beauty (VS60)
Other visitors I spoke with, though, believed that it would be beneficial to involve local
residents, since doing so might engender a sense of appreciation and a better
understanding of how resource use can be implemented in a sustainable way,
I think it is quite important, though, for people living around here to be
involved in this. Otherwise, they will not appreciate it and want to protect
it. (V824)
Not only will they become aware of what's inside the Park, but they'll also
know how to conserve it, as well. I think that, in a sense, they will be
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monitored as to what they take out of the Park. They'll understand the
benefits they can get from it and not over-utilize it. (V823)

When most of the visitors I interviewed spoke about processes associated
with resource use, they discussed the process of implementing resource use rather
than who should be involved in the decision-making process. Perhaps most
important to the visitors I spoke with was ensuring that monitoring programs and
controls were in place to prevent the over-utilization of resources,
Well, I don‘ think it matters… All things… I think If you overdo it, let me
put it that way, it will have impact. If you do not do it, in other words,
because man has already intervened, that might have an impact, as well.
So, you need to manage it carefully and make sure that you keep a
balance. I think as long as you do not disturb the ecological balance to
such an extent that is more harmful than good, then [resource use] is
okay… If you control it and manage it correctly, then I‘m good. Yeah, I
think if you manage it correctly, then why not. (V6161)
I think [resource use] is fine, but if it is limited. I think it would ruin the
Park if you saw people harvesting all over the show. The sad thing is that
it then opens the Park up to other illegal uses. Once the people are in, they
have to be monitored all the time. It becomes very, very expensive to
make sure that they're only doing what they're supposed to do. If one's
certain that they're only going to take the Mopane worms and the grass great. But, who knows what they might actually do. That's the danger of
that. So, I think that it would have to be limited to certain areas only.
(V6262)
Allowing locals to use materials from the Park would not necessarily be a
bad thing provided it is closely monitored and managed correctly. If it
affects the wildlife, flora, and fauna, it should be halted immediately and
leave it up to nature to fix. (VS115)
I think that [resource use] is fine as long as they do it in a sustainable way.
The last thing I would want is for the Park to allow people to come in and
utilize resources and then destroy the bush. (V6167)
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While the visitors excerpted above were not opposed to resource use, provided it is
monitored and carried out in a sustainable way, many visitors, as discussed earlier, did
not believe that local residents would be effectively controlled as they collect resources
and would only ―plunder‖ and ―poach‖ resources.
Kruger‘s staff will not likely implement any broad-scale resource use policy
without first running pilot projects and adaptively modifying use levels in response to
demands and impacts on the natural environment. For one visitor I spoke with, an
adaptive approach is critical to the process of developing and implementing a resource
use policy,
Kruger must be proactive by implementing a test program. This test will
allow the impact to be studied and controlled by Park conservation
professionals. The data can be used to shape any future laws in the best
interests of the Park. The best scenario is to avoid having laws passed by
lawmakers which do not fully understand the impact of their decisions. I
have confidence that Kruger officials are the best persons to formulate
resource sharing policies. (VS796)
Both the interview and survey data I collected suggest that most visitors who
provided their thoughts on the procedural considerations associated with resource use felt
that a legitimate approach would be characterized by Park staff retaining decision-making
authority and implementing monitoring programs if resource use were permitted. A
minority of the visitors who shared their thoughts felt that it would be beneficial to
involve local residents in the decision-making process, since, for example, it might give
rise to an appreciation of the resources in question that might ultimately motivate visitors
to practice resource use in a sustainable way.
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An overview of Park visitor conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use
Displayed in Figure 9-1 is a mapping of Park visitors‘ conceptualizations of the
legitimacy of resource use. As discussed above, the value that visitors place on the
protection of the Park‘s flora and fauna, the pristine character of Kruger, its symbolic
values, and the opportunities for a peaceful and relaxing experience have a considerable
impact on visitors‘ perceptions of the legitimacy of resource use. Many visitors, for
instance, discussed in detail how resource use undermines these values of the Park and
that, as a result, resource use would be an inappropriate or illegitimate activity. The
assumption that local residents could not be trusted to use resources in a sustainable
manner was also a substantively illegitimating consideration for Park visitors. Finally,
some visitors I interviewed believed that resource use was not legitimate because other
benefits (e.g., infrastructure development) would be more beneficial to local residents.
A minority of the visitors I interviewed and surveyed believed that resource use
was a legitimate activity in the Park. Some visitors, for instance, believed that resources
must be used because they would otherwise ―disappear‖ or ―go to waste‖ Others felt that
the Park had a moral responsibility to provide benefitis to local residents. Finally, some
visitors thought resource use to be a legitimate activity provided it resulted in community
empowerment or was a means to generate income.
Procedurally speaking, most of the visitors surveyed indicated that the decision of
what and how resources should be used is best left entirely to Park staff rather than being
informed, in part, by local residents. Some visitors, though, did believe that local
residents should be involved in the decision-making process, and interviews with visitors
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indicated that the development of an appreciation for the resources might be a factor
influencing why some visitors felt this way. Most of the interview data concerning the
procedural elements of resource use were related to implementation and suggested that an
important legitimating factor would be the creation of strong controls and monitoring
programs.
The data I collected, whether through interviews or surveys, provided a nuanced
look at how different groups conceptualize the legitimacy of resource use. Fundamental
to the perceptions of legitimacy that Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors held
were the values they assigned to Kruger and the contextual elements that defined both
historic and contemporary relationships between the Park and its local residents. In terms
of the Park staff, their organizational values gave rise to the belief among some that
resource use was a morally responsible service to the local residents that might, in turn,
ultimately help in forging better relationships between the Park and local residents. Some
staff countered that the organizations values implied the important moral duty in question
was to protect the Park from any activities – such as resource use – that might degrade
the Park‘s integrity and undermine the interests the Park was established to serve.
Beyond illustrating that, from a structural perspective, similar ethoi might be employed in
both the legitimation and illegitimation of resource use, the Park staffs‘
conceptualizations of legitimacy also demonstrate that the line between elemental
considerations (e.g., morality and pragmatism) cannot always be clearly drawn. In other
words, what might ostensibly be moral considerations are sometimes expressed
contingent upon the consequences of that morality.
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Another important lesson learned from the data is that generalizations regarding
conceptualizations of legitimacy are not easily made. While one might initally expect
that local residents, often in dire need for resources, would almost always view resource
use as a legitimate activity, this assumption was by no means valid. Many local residents
I spoke with simultaneously expressed a need for resources but viewed the collection and
use of those resources from the Park as an illegitimate activity, because doing so would
undermine their long-term and more important interests that hinge upon the preservation
of resources in the Park.
Given the exceptionally diverse conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource
use, which might often be conflicting or competing (both within and between groups), the
most important question at hand is how those conceptualizations will be reconciled. In
the next Chapter, I turn to this very question. As I will discuss, notwithstanding the
diversity of views, the underlying values and factors that give rise to those views might
provide for a resolution to the resource use issue that is held to be legitimate by Park
staff, local residents, and Park visitors alike.
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CHAPTER 10
TOWARDS A RESOLUTION OF THE RESOURCE USE ISSUE
IN KRUGER NATIONAL PARK

Introduction
Resource use, like any other complex issue that parks and other protected areas
are confronted with, is characterized by competing and/or conflicting views concerning
its legitimacy. But, as Table 10-1 illustrates, there were also commonalities in the way
Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors conceptualized the legitimacy of resource.
Resolving contested, nuanced issues such as resource use is by no means a trivial task.
Nevertheless, reflecting on how different groups conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use and how resource use fits within the broader collection of benefits that are of interest
to local residents might offer considerable insight into understanding how the issue might
be resolved.
From the perspective of the Park staff that I interviewed, resource use was
substantively legitimated on the grounds that providing access (1) would be a strategic
tool to fulfill their mandate to ―provide human benefits‖ and ―build constituencies‖ or (2)
would be one way of meeting a moral obligation to provide benefits. In either case, it is
conceivable that benefits other than access to resources could be provided in order to
meet these objectives. This is, perhaps, an especially important observation when
considering that some Park staff were passionately opposed to the principle of resource
use because (1) it might threaten the Park‘s biodiversity, (2) the belief that resource use is
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Table 10- 1: Conceptualizing the legitimacy of resource use - a summary

Values

Kruger staff

Local residents

Park visitors

corporate and
conservation values,
park mandates, park
objectives

historic context,
nature conservation,
income generator,
employment,
Education, Kruger
as the ―Gold Rock‖

protector of flora
and fauna, pristine
character, symbolic
values, peacefulness
and relaxing

Substantive
considerations
Legitimating fulfilling a mandate, entitlement to
rationales moral responsibility, resources,
pragmatic need for
strategic tool
resources, the
resource gradient
Illegitimating moral responsibility, prioritizing nature
rationales need for precaution, conservation over
inability to meet
resource utilization
demands

resources must be
used not wasted,
moral responsibility,
empowering local
residents
undermines the
value of the Park,
cannottrust local
residents, other
benefits are better

Procedural
considerations
Legitimating factors consultation over
co-management

Park must want
input of local
residents and
understand their
thoughts, needs,
problems, and
expectations

park managers
decide and resource
use should be
monitored

a morally unacceptable activity in a national park, or (3) that access could not be
provided at a level to meet the demand for resources. For Park staff, then, while the
judgment that resource use was a legitimate activity was not a function of the act of
resource use per se (i.e., it was a function of broader objectives to provide benefits more
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generally), resource use was viewed as illegitimate precisely as a result of its potential,
substantive consequences.
At least from the perspective of Park staff, then, an important question is whether
or not a particular benefit or set of benefits (that might not even include access to
resources) can be provided to local residents that would meet the objectives of those staff
who viewed resource use as a legitimate activity while also minimizing the concerns
expressed by those who viewed it as illegitimate. Understanding how local residents
conceptualize the legitimacy of and prioritize resource use provides some insight into
responding to this question. Several local residents, for instance, did not view resource
use as a legitimate activity, because they felt it would have a negative impact on the Park
and ultimately undermine more important benefits derived from the Park (e.g.,
employment and tourism opportunities). And, while it was evident that most local
residents viewed resource use as a legitimate activity because they had a pragmatic need
for resources, the need for resources, as I discuss below, was not as immediate as broader
developmental needs. Consequently, it seems likely that from both the perspective of
Park staff and local residents, the provision of access to resources could be supplanted by
a different set of benefits (e.g., developmental assistance) and effectively (if not more
effectively) satisfy the interests and needs of local residents and Park staff. At the same
time, access to resources might still be legitimately (from the perspective of Park staff
and local residents) provided to local residents if it were done in a small-scale and
experimental way (to address the concerns that some staff had regarding potential
impacts). Such a provision, though, might need to be coupled with the provision of other
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benefits if both the local residents broader needs and interests are to be met and the
Park‘s objective to ―build a constituency‖ is to be achieved.
The views of Park visitors – who are also impacted by resource use – are
consistent with these observations. As discussed in Chapter 9, only 27.3% of the visitors
surveyed felt that resource use should be allowed in the Park. When asked, though,
―Should the Park provide any other types of benefits to people living near the western
boundary of the Park?‖ (survey question 11(3)), twice as many visitors (55.0%)
responded ―Yes‖ (see Table 10-2). Assuming the validity of these results, it would seem
that fewer visitors would support the provision of access to resources than other benefits.

Table 10-2: Should the Park provide other benefits to local residents?
Nationality

No

Yes

87

80

(52.1%)

(47.9%)

30
(32.3%)

63
(67.7%)

117

143

(45%)

(55%)

South African visitors

International visitors

Total
χ2 = 9.50; df = 1; p < .01
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The future of resource use in Kruger National Park
Subsistence-based resource use has a long history as a contentious issue in
Kruger, but the Park and its constituencies appear to be moving closer to a resolution.
Most significantly, Kruger‘s recent Management Plan (2006) contains a ―Statement of
Intent‖ outlining how decisions related to resource use will be made. The Statement of
Intent, as with the Management Plan in whole, is the result of research in the Park, a
number of staff workshops, and consultative meetings with a variety of constituencies.47
The decision making framework outlined in the Statement of Intent consists of
both ―feasibility principles‖ and ―implementation principles.‖ The underlying message
conveyed through these principles is that the Park recognizes that ―past inequalities must
be addressed through benefiting the poor,‖ but that the Park ultimately reserves the right
to choose – through a precautionary, adaptive process – what types and quantities of
resources will be made available. Moreover, despite being the final arbiter, the Park has
committed itself to consultative and transparent decision-making. Based on informal
discussions with Park staff, Kruger will proceed with this approach by experimenting
with a variety of resources over the next five years. Possible resources that might be
made available to local residents on an experimental basis include firewood, medicinal
plants from nurseries, sand from rivers, and, perhaps, impala meat. More resources
would likely be added to this list as the experimentation continues to develop.
For the most part, the approach that Kruger has outlined in its Statement of Intent
comports with the way in which Park Staff, local residents, and Park visitors
47

As discussed earlier, though, some local residents did not view the public meetings as procedurally or
substantively sound.
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conceptualized the legitimacy of resource use. In other words, most of the individuals
that I spoke with or surveyed might find this approach to be ―legitimate.‖ First, many of
those in all three groups, for instance, felt that decision-making should be consultative,
but that, as a large number of Park visitors suggested, the Park should ultimately reserve
decision-making authority. Second, while experimental resource use will not likely
satisfy all of the pragmatic needs that local residents have, it is conceivable that resource
use could someday reach a level that satisfies a substantial portion of that need (provided
such levels were supported by the findings from experimental use). Third, at least in part,
resource use will be implemented as a mechanism for redressing past inequalities, which
was an important consideration for local residents (of course, whether it effectively
achieves this goal will remain to be seen). Fourth, consistent with the Park staff‘s and
Park visitors‘ conceptualizations of legitimacy, the precautionary, adaptive, and
experimental approach provides the Park with the opportunity to withdraw use if it
threatens biodiversity or other Park values.
Of course, the true assessment of whether or not this approach will be perceived
as legitimate by the Park staff and its constituencies may only be determined after the
Park has begun to allow resource use through the experimental process. Only then, for
instance, will it be possible to assess whether consultation is embraced, whether the types
and levels of use are redressing historical wrongs, and whether other Park values will
ultimately usurp the value that local residents place on utilizing resources in the Park.
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Resource use within the broader collection of local residents’ interests
Indeed, as discussed in Chapter 5, local residents do have an interest in accessing
resources in Kruger, such as firewood, thatch grass, medicinal plants, and meat.
Understanding, though, how interests in access to resources in the Park fit within the
broader benefits of interest is likely to have an important bearing on the legitimacy of
resource use and, perhaps more significantly, the broader legitimacy of the relationship
between the Park and local residents. If, for instance, the Kruger administration were to
frame its constituency building efforts and the provision of benefits primarily in terms of
some form of access to resources, might it be possible that local residents would view
such efforts as illegitimate if they did not generally view access to resources as the most
pressing issue or need at hand? In other words, it is conceivable that providing access to
resources could fail to generate goodwill, or even worse, damage the relationship with
local residents if local residents view such provision as the Park‘s way of either ignoring
or avoiding more fundamental interests.

The “most important” benefits
In order to better understand those fundamental interests, I asked local residents to
discuss the most important benefits that the Park could provide. Interestingly, access to
resources for subsistence purposes was never mentioned. Instead, local residents
suggested that the most important and fundamental benefit that the Park could provide
would be tangible and direct assistance in developing the surrounding communities,
We were supposed to be gaining more from that land. The park is not
assisting us in anyway, and we would like the Park to come on board and
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try to assist us with all of those progressive things that we need as a
community. (LC20)
The main thing we want the Park to help us with, though, is development.
We want them to help us make our lives better, and perhaps tourism and
education can do part of that, but it cannotdo it all. People on this side of
the boundary are still starving. There are riches on the other side – riches
on the inside of the Park, but there is much starvation and poverty on this
side. You know Randy, we‘ve talked and talked about benefits to the
community for so many times, but we‘re still poor. Will this [Management
Plan] take us to the point where we‘ll see development on both sides?
Development on this side is good not only for this side but it is also good
for the other side. Development is a heartache, but it is a necessary
heartache – we need something. (LC3)
More than access to resources, many of the local residents I spoke with want the
Park to help them ―make [their] lives better‖ (as LC3 suggests above). Despite a relative
shortage of resources immediately outside the Park, local residents were more interested
in assistance from the Park that facilitates progressive development rather than
subsistence. For some staff that I spoke with, that developmental assistance would be
more important to local residents than access to resources was not a surprise,
These days, communities are not as primitive as they would have been 200
years ago, 100 years ago, where they would make a lot more use of natural
resources for building and utensils, traditional domestic stuff. They‘re
more likely to go and buy stuff. I think it‘s more a case of life does not
revolve around natural resources that much anymore. It‘s more about
money. Everybody has progressed and it‘s not as rural as we think out
there. A lot of people still think that people deal in cattle out there, but
that‘s not the case. They‘ve all got big accounts with [retailers], with
getting furniture, and it‘s not about resources now, it‘s not about cattle
anymore, it‘s about your house, how big your fridge is, and how many
rooms you‘ve got in your house. So, there is definitely a shift. (S13)
For the last five years that I‘ve been here, there has been an incredible
amount of social growth. The area has grown exponentially. Also, the use
of electricity – you find there are more lights popping up around Mkhuhlu,
Lilydale, Huntington, and surrounding areas. So, the next five years or so,
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what we perceive as being essential needs might change. It actually is
changing. (S24)
If the interviews with local residents are any indication, it is very likely that
developmental assistance is well within the realm of ―essential needs‖ that S24 mentions
above. Infrastructure, such as schools, churches, clinics, and other buildings, was
mentioned by several local residents as the most important benefit the Park could
provide,
Most importantly, we need schools. There are some villages that do not
have schools and learners have to walk a long way every day to get to
them. Every village should have a school. The park could help us with
this. They could help us build the schools – churches, too. Like schools,
churches are often spread far apart and people have to rely on public
transportation – which costs money – or they have to walk a long way, just
like the learners. People in our villages would be much happier with the
Park if they could help us with these small things. The Park is very
wealthy and very powerful – surely they can do these things – we need
them. (LC4)
The Park should assist us in terms of building schools and maybe building
certain things that can bring progress to the community wherein we live.
We contributed to the Park while working there. So, the Park is supposed
to be doing something progressive to these communities which are next to
the Park. One of the common things that we need is the question of
schools, libraries, anything that can be progressing the community. (LC15)
Yes, we are interested in the meat, but we are more interested in
assistance. We need to keep people from being hungry, but we need things
like schools and churches more. (LC2)
Beyond the financial assistance needed to construct schools or churches many
local residents I spoke with felt that the Park could have a valuable impact on the
opportunities afforded to their children through bursaries (i.e., scholarships) for
secondary and post-secondary education,
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If I had to say what the most important thing we need is, I would request
to provide bursaries for the young ones, because [the Park] is not assisting
them in terms of taking them to schools. (LC17)
I want to see my kids assisted financially for studies in the form of
bursaries… That is the basic thing that I would like the Park to assist with.
(LC24)
I would like to see KNP helping the young generations – getting them to
school… because if they do not... they wander around here. They are not
doing anything. With the old people, there is nothing which I can say they
want from KNP because they are old. We are thinking about the young
generations. (LC6)
Children and the ―young generation‖ figured strongly for local residents in terms
of the most important benefits that the Park could provide. And, this was true not only in
terms of educational opportunities, but employment opportunities, as well,
My concern is a question of employment. My kids are not actually
employed in the park, whereas that is their home land. That is the land of
their forefathers, but now, our kids are not getting employed in the park.
So, we are very much concerned about that. Maybe in a way, we would
like our kids to be employed in a way of compensating them, because it is
the land of their forefathers... (LC15)
The big thing that the Kruger National Park should provide to the village
is jobs… We feel not happy if we see some of our young people not
getting jobs [with the Park]… that is not good for our relationship with the
Kruger National Park. The important thing that can make a good
relationship is if everyone can say that there is jobs. I'm old, but I'm the
one who is taking the responsibility of the house. I'm the one who is going
to pay school fees. I'm the one who‘s going to buy food. So, if young
people are working and getting something, they are able to buy something
for me, because now, as you see, I'm not having power to work. I'm just
waiting for that patient day. Even if I want to buy something or I want to
send a kid to school for tertiary education, I'm afraid because I do not have
money. If they give jobs, things will go smoother… If the Kruger National
Park can help solve that problem, the relationship will be good. (LC28)
The excerpts above reflect the general sentiment among the local residents I
interviewed that infrastructure, education, and employment were of more interest than
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access to resources in the Park. But, rather than being entirely unrelated to developmental
needs, one Park staff member that I spoke with commented that resource use might
function as a proxy for those higher priority interests,
I really think that a lot of it really is about what benefits flow to those
communities – not necessarily the physical resources – but what are the
benefits of you being my neighbor – you the national park? I do not see
any, in fact, it‘s just exclusion at this stage. So, then it gets turned into a
negative leveraging issue quite often where the communities have no other
sort of negotiation mechanism, so they use the resource thing I think to try
and get some dialog going. It always ends up them being quite negative
because the Park just is notable to come with anything, whereas really
what they are saying is not necessarily the plant – it‘s about the bigger
issues. (S18)
If true, this observation is an important one – demands or interests expressed by protected
area constituencies might not always be as obvious as they seem on the surface. If it‘s
possible that expressing an interest, such as that for resource use, might lead to or allow a
constituency to negotiate or start a dialog for broader, more fundamental interests, then
merely responding to those superficial interests might not be viewed as legitimate in the
absence of a response to the more fundamental and underlying interests.
Just as the question of legitimacy is an important feature of the resource use issue,
so, too, may the same questions be asked of any other types of benefits to be provided to
local residents – including developmental assistance.

Local residents’ legitimation of developmental assistance
That developmental assistance – such as infrastructure development, educational
support, and employment opportunities – is, perhaps, more valued than access to
resources among local residents does not sufficiently establish its legitimacy. Just
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because a benefit is in demand does not necessarily imply that it should be provided.
Providing limited, sustainable access to natural resources in the Park is a much different
enterprise than improving social welfare and might be viewed by many in the broader
citizenry as an inappropriate task for a conservation agency to embark on. For the local
residents I spoke with, though, both their historical relationship with the Park and their
contemporary relationship with other surrounding game reserves serve to legitimize
broad, developmental assistance.

Moral and historical considerations
When asked about the legitimacy of resource use, many local residents viewed it
as a legitimate activity because they had a pragmatic need for resources. And, while
some felt morally entitled to the resources, morality did not appear to be the most
significant legitimating factor. When commenting, though, on developmental assistance,
its legitimacy hinged considerably on moral factors. More specifically, because of the
historical forced removals from the Park, local residents maintained that the Park has a
responsibility to share the ―wealth‖ that has and continues to accumulate at the expense
of removal and to compensate local residents for the losses that they sustained as a result,
It is a question of sharing the wealth jointly. It‘s a question of sharing the
wealth or having a stake in the actual wealth, which was getting to the
place that was originally ours. We are worried that there is a huge amount
of money getting there and the original owners of the place are not getting
anything. As long as we get something or a stake out of the money that is
getting in there, then we will be satisfied as a community. (LC21)
The Park is supposed to be assisting in a way. I grew up in the very same
Park as my father; his forefathers grew up there. But, there are no benefits
that we are getting as people who were there before the Park was actually
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found. I am very much concerned about that. I would like to extend a
concern that the park should do something to assist us. (LC17)
I am in need of compensation in a way of assisting us in terms of taking
our kids to school, and also compensation in the form of money. Our
parents suffered a lot and they were earning too little. Somehow, I suggest
they allow the community members to be given compensation for the
hardship they experienced in the park while still working there. Some of
them were transferred to Komatipoort, some of them to Mozambique,
some of them to the north, and we come to the Transvaal, having nothing.
You could only take your blanket, your trousers, your dress, and off you
go. We should get something, or they do something for us. We were
removed by force and we were not compensated after being removed from
that area – we were scattered without any benefit at all. (LC18)
The concern is that there are quite a number of things that we want the
Kruger National Park to do for us, but then to our surprise and dismay,
nothing is actually going to us. The Kruger National Park is doing nothing
– no employment for our kids, nothing at all to assist our kids. It is
actually a concern that the Park is not living up to assist us as community
members or to develop this area where we live. Yet, it is our original place
that the Park is actually located in. (LC23)
As the ―original owners‖ of the Park‘s land base, many local residents that I spoke
with believed the Park owes them some form of assistance. Because the developmental
assistance that local residents are looking to the Park for are typically provided by other
government agencies (e.g., departments of education, utility services, or labor), the moral
undertones of the local residents‘ interests are particularly important. Typically, for
instance, it might not seem logical for a protected area management organization (such as
SANParks) to be charged with tasks that other development-oriented agencies are
designed to address. However, because local residents directly identify many of their
developmental shortcomings with the historical actions of the Park, local residents
maintain that the Park is morally culpable and, perhaps, it alone has the responsibility to
provide assistance. If developmental assistance were, indeed, provided by other
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government or non-government agencies, some local residents might still look to the Park
with disdain for not having justly compensated them. Thus, while the protected area
organization-cum-development agency might not normally be viewed as legitimate,
historical circumstances might require the organizations to practice beyond their areas of
expertise (i.e., to assist with some developmental needs) in order to improve relationships
with local residents or other constituencies.

Contemporary relationships with surrounding private game reserves
Moral considerations were not the only factors that contributed to local residents‘
expectations that the Park should provide assistance with development initiatives.
Situated along or near the western boundary of Kruger are several private game reserves
that have established important relationships with adjacent communities and have,
perhaps, led local residents to reconsider their relationship with Kruger. From the
perspective of benefit provision, many private game reserves in the area have been very
active in providing for some needs of the surrounding communities. Some, for instance,
allow local residents to enter the reserves to collect resources. According to some game
reserve owners and managers that I spoke with,
[local residents] collect medicinal plants here… Twice a week, people
from the local communities are allowed to enter. They do collect
medicinal plants. They collect firewood for fuel – especially if there is a
wedding or funeral. We do allow them to come in and collect in bulk for
the community – not just firewood for this or that person, but for the
community. They do harvest some of the animals, as well. When there is a
big event, the nduna [i.e., a local traditional leader] will say we need two
buffalo, three kudu, and one whatever. (GR1)
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I think resource use is a good idea. It‘s necessary in order to keep the
community in support of the area. Yes, resource use is necessary and
important. There is a lot of legitimate resource use that goes on here, but
it‘s the few bad apples that make it seem like a bad idea. (GR2)
I frequently refer people to Ndumu game reserve where a chap… started a
sustainable resource use program when he took it over from KwaZulu
Bureau of Natural Resources. When he took over Ndumu… he introduced
the sustainable use of natural resources. He allowed people to come into
the reedbeds – areas which had traditionally been used before the fence
went up. Within three years, the reedbeds were healthier than they had
ever been in the entire history of the reserve, which was about 30 years
old. There are ways of allowing for resource use among local communities
that also benefit the ecosystem. (GR3)
In many respects, the game reserve owners and managers that I spoke with appear to have
adopted a much different mentality concerning resource use and, more broadly, their
relationship with local residents. Rather, for instance, than viewing resource use and the
needs of local residents as a threat to a reserve‘s biodiversity, resource use might be seen
as both an important tool for building community support for the area and as a means to
increase or maintain the ecological health of a reserve.
Access to natural resources is not the only benefit that private game reserves in
the area have actively provided. On a short walk through many of the surrounding
communities, one will readily find placards posted on schools, community halls, or
community gardens identifying that a particular lodge donated funds to help establish
those buildings or projects. In one community I visited, the nearby private game reserve
had provided a ―hippo roller‖ (i.e., a large, rolling container for transporting water over
long distances) to every family that requested one. Such efforts have by no means gone
unnoticed by local residents,
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There is not any resentment among the local residents towards the private
game reserves because the private game reserves have been involved,
although it‘s not all of the private game reserves. But, some of the private
game reserves have been willing to come out and understand what is the
social and economic needs of the people, and they are willing to assist in
one way or another to improve the lives of people living outside the
reserve. (LC14)
That many private game reserve owners and managers have been willing (and,
perhaps, even enthusiastic) to understand and contribute to the ―social and economic
needs‖ of surrounding communities has only engendered further misgivings concerning
why the Park (which is considerably larger and generates more gross revenue than the
surrounding reserves) provides far less direct assistance than the surrounding reserves.
For many local residents I spoke with, it was only rational to expect that the Park would
be prepared and willing to provide just as much if not more benefits as the private game
reserves,
Londolozi [a private game reserve] builds schools. The Park could do
that.Yes, even better than Londolozi, because the Park is a very big thing.
We were expecting a lot from the Park. But, they do nothing. (LC12)
The Park can do much better than [private game reserves]. Why? Because
they are collecting a lot more money. How many guests do they have from
Malelane to Pafuri? In one hour they are collecting a lot of money. There
was a section ranger at Orpen. I once had a time with him and asked how
much he thought they were making in an hour at all gates. He did not
hesitate to say R50,000, especially during the holidays. (LC39)
The Kruger National Park is not doing enough to assist people who are
staying here. Sabi Sand [a private game reserve] is assisting us compared
to Kruger National Park. They even assisted with the market across here.
The Park is not assisting us as compared to the other game lodges, because
the other game lodges are building classes, they are giving bursaries, but
the Kruger National Park people are giving nothing in terms of bursaries,
no assistance in terms of building schools. The Park is not doing enough to
assist them. They need to plow back what they did in the past. (LC17)
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We want a very good relationship to exist between the Park and the
community. We are surprised because the Park seems to not be interacting
with us. It is only these newly-developed private game lodges that are
coming on board to assist community members. But, the Park is doing
nothing at all. (LC20)
The other [private game] reserves are actually doing lots of things for the
communities and the Kruger National Park is doing nothing – no
employment for their kids, nothing at all to assist their kids. It is actually a
concern that the Park is not living up to assist them as community
members or to develop this area where they live. (LC24)
There is nothing that has changed since 1994. It‘s bad because the private
game lodges have done much more than the Park has after 1994. The Park
has not changed at all... There are a lot of things [the private reserves]
have done. They have bought a primary school, they have built rooms for
schools. There are computers that they have purchased for the schools.
They have a computer lab at the high school. It‘s all from the private game
lodges. We‘ve got a pre-school that has been built through Londolozi
Game Lodge and CCAfrica [a corporation that owns several private game
reserves in the area]. There is a lot of equipment that Singita [a private
game reserve] has purchased for our schools. They bring in guests here to
the community. From the private lodges part of it, they have done much
better… Why is it that the Park has done nothing for us, when the small
private game reserves have done so much? The Park is very big, but the
private game reserves are doing much better. (LC38)
As demonstrated in these and other excerpts above, the local residents I spoke
with had very favorable impressions of surrounding game reserves, and in fact, the
relationships they have forged with one another has, to an extent, only exacerbated some
of the ill-will that some local residents harbor towards the Park. Local residents aside,
though, not all of the individuals I spoke with believed that the efforts of some private
game reserves owners and managers are entirely altruistic. Some Park staff commented
that such activities are likely to, at least in part, be effective marketing tools aimed at
attracting sympathetic (and wealthy) tourists. Others remarked that, given more than
50% of Kruger is subject to pending land claims, private game reserve owners and
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managers might have an ulterior motive to establish amicable relationships with
surrounding communities in order to later secure potential operating rights for
successfully claimed land. For instance, if a surrounding community‘s current land claim
in the Park were successful and they were to acquire certain land rights to a portion of
Kruger, they would likely be more willing to grant exclusive, usufruct operating rights
(e.g., tourism operations) to a private game reserve that they had friendly relations with
rather than one they did not,
The private [game reserves] adapt really quickly because it‘s in the
interest of their business. And, they see things changing in the government
and the community, and they find ways of adapting and reaching out to the
community. They see threats of land claims, and they see by extending a
local hand with the local chief and provide assistance for other things...
Even some of the land claims that we‘re getting, some of the guys that are
backing them are the private [game reserves]. They go into the community
and talk to the chief and talk about possibilities of jobs and so on if we got
that portion of land. Then, they provide assistance for lawyers and so on,
then you get a land claim and you think it is a community, and yet there is
a powerful guy behind it because they know if they get that portion, the
[game reserve] will develop and have something… Although we are
business oriented, we are not all the way. We‘re just business minded.
We‘re not really too into strategy around social issues and how we can
encounter them for our own benefit. (S16)

Moreover, by establishing favorable relationships with local residents, some Park staff
believe that private game reserves have their sights set on laying the groundwork for
efforts to lease surrounding communal lands outside the Park and thereby expand their
reserves,
I think one really needs to be really careful when considering the benefits
that private game reserves provide local residents because you can very
easily, through a potential financial beneficiation to the community,
actually completely hoodwink them. You can say, ‗listen, I‘ve actually
got my ulterior motives and I want you to sign a ninety-nine-year lease.
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Just look, though, at all this money that you‘re going to get.‘ Actually,
you might be dis-benefiting them in some way. Potentially, I think some
of those communities are really vulnerable to that, because they are poor.
Any promise of money suddenly becomes quite attractive to them. But,
you might actually be robbing them of a source of livelihood. Where
maybe you get a 99 year lease for their property for whatever reason,
you‘re actually giving them a whole lot of money, but they cannot sustain
their livelihoods. Because they can no longer eat the fruits or graze the
cattle or whatever it is. So, suddenly, they‘ve got this money, but they‘ve
got to spend even more of it just to try and get food or whatever, and then
it can lead to the whole breakdown of the community. (S18)
None of the local residents I spoke with (including game reserve owners and managers)
suggested or discussed any long-term arrangements geared at leasing lands or contracting
for tourism services. And, anecdotes aside, there appears to be little tangible evidence
supporting the concerns of some Park staff described above. Whether or not those
concerns are valid, though, perhaps the more important impact of the relationships that
local residents have established with surrounding private game reserves is the
legitimation of developmental assistance provided by conservation areas. Because most
of the local residents I spoke with did not necessarily differentiate between the
underlying philosophy of national parks versus that of private game reserves, local
residents expect the much larger Kruger National Park to provide as much if not more
tangible, developmental assistance than the comparatively smaller private game reserves.
The relationships that communities have forged with private game reserves is
instructive not only in terms of the reasons why local residents expect broader benefit
provision from the Park, but also for understanding how access to resources is prioritized
within the broader collection of benefits that local residents are interested in. When I
asked local residents in nearby communities to describe the type of benefits they received
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from local private game reserves (which provided access to natural resources), no one
mentioned access to natural resources. Just as no local residents described resource use
as the ―most important‖ benefit they would like to derive from the Park, resource use also
appears to be of less importance compared to the other developmental assistance
provided by private game reserves. Whether access to resources in private game reserves
is either of little significance to local residents or is enjoyed by a subset of local residents
that I did not interview, it was clear that benefits such as assistance with constructing
schools, classrooms, clinics, community gardens, or transporting water were widely
recognized and appreciated.
Understanding how local residents prioritize access to natural resources within the
broader collection of benefits they are interested in is likely to be an important
consideration is resolving the resource use issue. If, indeed, resource use is of secondary
interest compared to developmental assistance, providing some level of access to
resources without addressing (not necessarily meeting) the broader interests that local
residents have in the Park might not help ―build a constituency,‖ as some staff hope that
it will do. Moreover, if resource use is not a high priority among local residents and only
a relatively small number would be interested in accessing resources in the Park, the time,
money, and energy spent by the Park administration in an effort to understand the
sustainability and impacts of resource use might be better spent on understanding how to
address (again, not necessarily satisfy) the more fundamental interests of local residents.
Allowing certain levels of access to resources based on the resource in question is
likely to be a logical and intuitive component of a resolution to the resource use issue.
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Park staff have commented that over the course of the next five years they will
experiment with various levels and types of resource use to better understand the impacts
and sustainability of use. But, as discussed above, access to resources might not
sufficiently satisfy the underlying interests that either the Park staff or local residents
have. Instead, access to resources might need to be augmented with other forms of
benefit provision that address some of the needs discussed above if the relationship
between local residents and the Park is to be improved. One possible strategy, among
others, is the implementation of a ―visitor community levy.‖

Community levy and financial benefits: an example of a supplementary approach
I attended a series of three ―public participation meeting‖ during my fieldwork
that were hosted by Kruger in order to solicit public input regarding the management plan
that was being drafted. Residents from surrounding communities were invited to come
and share their thoughts, and in particular, to discuss the types of benefits that they would
like the Park to provide. Consistent with the discussion above, resource use was never
high on the list of priorities, while developmental benefits (e.g., construction of schools,
churches, clinics, etc.) were. Assuming that even if in principle the provision of such
benefits is an legitimate activity for a national park to engage in (which I will discuss at
greater length in the next chapter), generating the necessary funds for such initiatives is a
difficult task for parks and protected areas that are typically underfunded as it is (see,
e.g., de la Harpe and others 2004).
One individual who spoke passionately at the last of the three public participation
meetings regarding the provision of benefits commented that the Park need not provide
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the necessary funds from its own coffers. Instead, as he suggested, the funds could be
raised and maintained by implementing a ―community levy‖ where a nominal fee is
added to the Park visitor entry fee. The money generated through the levy could then be
channeled to surrounding communities through a ―Park-community trust‖ where Park
administrators, together with representatives from surrounding communities, determine
how the funds are disbursed and spent. According to one local resident I spoke with,
One Rand could be added to the admission and then set aside for such
developmental needs [of the surrounding communities]. It would relieve
the Kruger National Park of saying ‗what is it that we can do for the
communities‘? You see, it would not require an extra budget or more
money that the Park would use – it would simply say ‗of all the guests that
have paid, we have accumulated so much, and this is the budget that we‘re
going to work off of. What is it then, that you want us to focus on.‘ But,
then they must for the management of such funds, Kruger must be there,
the community leaders must be there to see what the money is going to be
used for. Then, Kruger – maybe the head office or someone of higher
authority above the People and Conservation Department – must monitor
whether the money is being used properly or not. Then, I think we will see
a lot of development. (LC7)
If, as LC7 suggests, one Rand (approximately $0.14) were collected per visitor,
approximately one million Rand (roughly $142,857) would be generated per year
through the levy.48
All of the local residents that I spoke with regarding a community levy either
explicitly or implicitly described such a program as being more useful than access to
resources in the Park alone,
I think that a community levy would be more useful [than access to
resources] and I think that can make a huge impact in terms of the peoples
lives in the community, because that kind of funding or money that they
48

According to data gathered by the Park, Kruger received 1,008,716 visitors from March 2006-March
2007 (SANParks 2007).
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can generate will not go to individuals. There will be something tangible
that Kruger can say, ‗this is what we‘ve done with the funding,‘ and the
community will feel happy about it. (LC14)
I want to see the community benefiting directly. For instance, to each and
every tourist, why cannotthey give one Rand to the community? We could
have a member from our community monitoring that. That‘s a little
amount per person, but we would be very satisfied with that. I‘m not
worried that if they took that money to the community that the community
would not use that money very well. We are going to build schools. The
problem is classrooms. They are overcrowded. We would build
classrooms. We have a problem of water. It‘s very dry here. You‘ll find a
drop of water in one tap. So, we can use this money to do all that and do
everything that we want. (LC9)
As LC14 discusses in the first excerpt, whereas access to natural resources might service
a relatively narrow segment of the population surrounding the Park (e.g., those who are
willing to travel to the Park to access those resources), a community levy might provide
for the needs of a larger segment. Moreover, while some local residents did feel that
access to natural resources in the Park would be beneficial, when local residents spoke of
such access they did not express the belief – as they did when speaking of a community
levy and corresponding developmental benefits – that it would ―relieve‖ or satisfy
Kruger‘s responsibility to surrounding communities.
Generally speaking, most Park staff spoke favorably of a community levy, as
well, and commented that, while such an initiative would have to be safeguarded against
corruption, it could provide for tangible benefits that are readily apparent to local
residents,
I personally think that could be a very good thing. I think whenever we
embark on that thing that it is well-managed, we have to ensure that there
is no corruption or that you do not have a situation where the chief is
enriched and the local community does not get anything. (S11)
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It will be something tangible, something concrete, something that they can
see. They can see, ‗geez this place supplied R50,000 or whatever for
whatever we want to do with it.‘ Which will last for… Well nothing lasts
forever but…So this year they give money, they need this building, it‘s
five years due for maintenance, and we‘re going to use the money to
maintain the building that the park paid to put up. Whereas something that
you put in your mouth is gone. A couple of days and it‘s finished. (S13)
Some Park staff I spoke with further described how, indeed, the idea of a
community levy is not a new one – even to South Africa. Since 1998, KwaZulu Natal
Wildlife (KZNW), which administers the provincial protected areas of South Africa‘s
KwaZulu Natal province, has instituted a ―community levy‖ that is structurally similar to
the initiative described above. In its first two years, the levy – placed on both the entry
fee and the first night‘s accommodation in protected areas administered by KZNW –
generated more than $1.2 million and sponsored a number of projects ranging from the
construction of school classrooms (including equipment) to electrification and the
establishment of a poultry farm (KZNW 2007).49 One hundred percent of the funds are
channeled to communities through a board of trustees with 90% contributing to local
community projects and 10% to non-local community projects.
As one, staff member commented, she felt the SANParks organization has been
―crazy‖ not to have considered such an effort,
Personally, I think that we – SANParks – are crazy to have not looked into
gate levies. It seems to be working so well in KwaZulu Natal. I‘m sure
there is probably the odd hiccup, but in general, it has bought them a lot of
goodwill from the communities and it‘s brought a lot of better
understanding. I just cannotunderstand why SANPark‘s has not yet tried.
We could have even tried it at a smaller park. It‘s not like we only have
one park that‘s really big and scary to manage, but we have a lot of
49

For more detail on KwaZulu Natal Wildlife‘s community levy program, see
http://www.kznwildlife.com/coast_conslevy.htm and http://www.kznwildlife.com/CommunityLinks.htm
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smaller parks that we could have done on a trial basis ten years ago and
seen what had happened. (S18)
KwaZulu Natal Wildlife is doing that already and I think that is much
better than to use the natural resources. (S20)
Like S20 above, many staff I spoke with appeared to be more amenable to a community
levy than providing access to resources, but several staff I spoke with (despite, perhaps,
agreeing in principle with a levy) raised concerns regarding the finer points of
implementation.
An important philosophical question concerning a community levy for Kruger (or
any protected area for that matter) regards the extent to which a national asset (such as a
national park) should serve local interests while not providing those same services to the
broader, national constituency. As one staff member I spoke with commented,
I think the devil is in the details. It‘s how the money is disseminated. On
one hand, you‘re saying that the neighboring communities have a financial
stake or a rewarding stake in Kruger Park. Some of them feel that way
because they feel they were moved out. We need to look at the details,
though. Ultimately, the Park is a shared resource of the nation. If I was a
community in Bushbuck Ridge [approximately 40 km from the Park‘s
western boundary], I would quite legitimately ask why the hell
communities near the Park are getting benefits, and I‘m not? Is it just
because of geography. Bushbuck Ridge is just as disadvantaged as the
communities around the Park, it just so happens that the communities here
are near the Park. It‘s a national resource, and we should all benefit from
it. Where do you put the line to decide who would get financial benefits.
Infrastructure and development should come from taxes, not the Park. The
government should be doing it. On the face of it, I like the idea of a levy,
but I wonder if that levy is national or local? (S1)
It is, perhaps, here where private game reserves differ most significantly from national
parks. Whereas private game reserves are not compelled to serve the public interest and
may focus their efforts at benefit provision on immediately surrounding communities,
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national parks – as a national asset – must be attentive to the concerns of public equity.
To a certain extent, the KZNW model has attempted to resolve this issue by directing
10% of the community levy funds to ―non-local‖ communities or organizations. Even
this proportion, though, might be reasonably challenged.
As S1 initially discusses in the above excerpt, though, the hardships that local
residents encountered at the expense of the Park‘s establishment and administration serve
as compelling justifications for the admittedly imbalanced delivery of benefits. In effect,
the forced removals and marginalization that local residents experienced prior to the fall
of Apartheid amount to an economic externality where local residents endured the costs
accompanying removal and marginalization without arguably enjoying the benefits of the
Park‘s establishment and administration. As a result, proponents of a community levy
might likely argue that the Park should internalize this imbalance by providing benefits to
local residents – albeit in a different form than enjoyed by the public-at-large.
Nevertheless, even if one subscribed to this argument, determining what constitutes
―local‖ presents a difficult question. While it is clear that many residents living
immediately on the boundary can reasonably stake a claim to have been impacted by
forced removals and marginalization, so, too, may some individuals living 50, 100, or
even 500 kilometers away from the Park boundary who might have moved further away
from the Park once removed or who would have visited the Park but were otherwise
denied access on racial grounds.
Philosophical concerns notwithstanding, some Park staff I spoke with mentioned
a number of potential practical challenges to the implementation of a community levy.
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Most notably these concerns included the potential for corruption, the framework for
deciding what projects will be funded (and those that will not), and the possibility that by
raising the cost of entry to subsidize those formerly excluded from the Park, some who
currently visit the Park might, in turn, be excluded,
The problem with those kind of strategies is how, then, do you insure that
the money is utilized for what it is meant for. You can establish a
community trust, get trustees, and then you are not sure that those
communities are going to use the money for what it is meant for. You get
trustees from the community and you‘ve got to take into consideration that
some of those trustees do not have the interest of the community at heart.
They have got their own interests at heart. They are sitting here with
millions, living in a mud house, what are you going to do? You‘re going to
see some of those millions and see how you can improve your lot. There
will need to be some kind of administration that will go along with that.
(S10)
There are projects that will have to be identified by the community itself.
But, dealing with the communities is not easy, because who do you ask in
the communities what is it that you need, and how do you determine what
those people tell you are representative of what everybody else in the
community wants. We‘ve got structures in the communities – the
chieftanships. We‘ve got those chiefs and you would say the chiefs
represent the community, but my experience is that they do not really
represent the community, they represent themselves. At the end of the day,
you end up with the situation where the chief has enriched himself at the
expense of the whole community. They are supposed to be traditional
leaders, but that‘s exactly where the problem is. (S10)
Looking at the South African community, SANParks is seen as the
―people‘s park.‖ We say that we‘re just watching it for you. There is a
point somewhere where you start increasing the cost to where you‘re
excluding people from the park. We‘re just making it the playground of
the wealthy. That‘s something we have to guard against. Sometimes
increases are good, but we need to be aware of that. Otherwise we will not
be living up to our motto. (S24)
S24‘s implication above is that a community levy places a burden on one of the
Park‘s constituencies (i.e., the visitor) in order to benefit another (i.e., local residents).
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Park visitors‘ views concerning a community levy, then – in addition to those of local
residents and Park staff – are an important consideration. As illustrated in Table 10-2
above, 55% of the visitors surveyed believed that the Park should provide benefits (other
than access to resources) to local residents. When asked whether or not they would
support a community levy as a benefit to local residents (see survey question 11(d)),
visitors responded in the precisely same manner that is illustrated in Table 10-2. In other
words each visitor who felt that benefits should be provided to local residents supported a
community levy, and the converse was true, as well (i.e., question 11(c) and 11(d) were
perfectly, positively correlated). If, then, providing benefits (other than access to
resources) is deemed to be a legitimate activity, then every visitor surveyed who agreed
with this assumption supported a community levy. Not all visitors are likely to support
the provision of benefits to local residents (45% of those surveyed did not), but among
those that do, a community levy might garner substantial support.50 As illustrated in
Table 10-3, even among those who did not believe that local residents should be
provided with access to resources, 43.6% supported a community levy as an alternative
form of benefit provision.51
In summary, while directly addressing the resource use issue by providing for

50

Of course, the support that Park visitors exhibit for a community levy is likely to be a function of how
much the levy is. A one Rand levy (approx. $0.14) is likely to be more supported than, say, a thirty-five
Rand levy (approx. $5.00). For the sake of brevity and at the request of the Kruger administration, I did not
present questions concerning willingness-to-pay in the visitor survey. Park officials preferred that no levy
amounts be discussed since, from their perspective, doing so might give rise to an expectation that the Park
was, indeed, on the cusp of implementing such a levy. In the survey, however, the levy was described as
―small‖ and ―nominal.‖
51
Since the responses to the question concerning a community levy (survey question 11(d)) are perfectly
correlated with the responses to the question concerning whether other benefits should be provided to local
residents (survey question 11(c)), this result also implies that 46.2% of those believed that access to
resources should not be provided felt that some other form of benefits should be provided.
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Table 10-3: Access to resources and a community levy – responses from
Responses from Park visitors who felt benefits should be provided
Would you support a
community levy?
No

Yes

106

82

(56.4%)

(43.6%)

12
(17.4%)

57
(82.6%)

118

139

(45.9%)

(54.1%)

Should resource use be allowed?

No

Yes

Total
χ2 = 30.90; df = 1; p < .001

certain levels of use for specific resources – that may range from no use to unlimited
access – might seem to be the logical or intuitive response to the issue, it might be the
case that an indirect response is more legitimate. Because (1) access to resources might
not be as high of a priority for local residents as other developmental needs and (2)
recognizing that demands for access to resources could be a proxy for demands related to
developmental needs, focusing benefit dprovision efforts on developmental rather than
resource use needs might be more appropriate. There are not likely to be any panaceas
for the question of resource use, but a community levy designed to address some of the
developmental needs of local residents deserves closer attention if it is judged that the
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Park should address such needs. It is, for instance, important to note that based on the
data collected in this study, local residents, Park staff, and Park visitors alike all appeared
to be more amenable to a community levy than they did the provision of access to
resources in the Park.
Conclusion
I have aimed to illustrate in this chapter that an understanding of how and why
various stakeholders legitimize complex issues and their potential responses can play a
significant role in resolving those issues and selecting responses. In the initial, scoping
interviews I conducted with Park staff in 2005 (before any of the data presented in this
dissertation were collected), resource use was described as a ―hot issue‖ and one that
required immediate, extensive research to help Park managers decide how they would
directly respond. Based on the data I collected, it would seem that there might only be a
mild interest among local residents in gaining access to resources (e.g., a considerable
number of local residents I interviewed believed that resource use was actually an
illegitimate activity). Instead, as S18 might have correctly observed (see p. 298), local
residents‘ perceptions of the legitimacy of resource use could hinge on the issue‘s ability
to serve as a proxy for broader developmental needs that they might have. Even if not a
proxy, it was evident that developmental needs were a higher priority to local residents
than access to natural resources. And, because the Park staff who viewed resource use as
legitimate did so primarily because it would satisfy the organization‘s mandate and
objective to provide benefits and build a constituency, providing benefits other than
access to resources (which many Park staff viewed as illegitimate) might be a viable
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option. A visitor community levy designed to finance some developmental needs of local
residents could serve as such an option and was generally viewed favorably by all three
groups I collected data from. While a community levy has been instituted in South
Africa at the provincial level, there are important challenges that the Kruger
administration must confront if it considers a community levy or other approaches
designed to exclusively benefit local residents. Perhaps most importantly, it must address
the legitimacy of such an action – is it, for instance, legitimate for a national park to offer
exclusive benefits to local residents?
Questions of legitimacy run deep in the governance and management of protected
areas and those questions, as illustrated here, may be fundamentally connected – an
exploration of the legitimacy of resource use might lead to the need to understand the
broader legitimacy of how and why parks and other protected areas provide exclusive
benefits to local residents at the expense of the public-at-large (e.g., through a community
levy). If, in fact, protected area management organizations, such as SANParks and the
Kruger administration, are to build stronger relationships with their constituencies, it is
almost certain that they must address these fundamental questions of legitimacy. The
issue of resource use, as I have discussed it thus far, provides merely one case study of
how legitimacy may be understood, but broader lessons can be gleaned from this study.
In the next chapter, I re-visit the preceding Chapters and discuss how these results might
contribute to the conceptual understanding of legitimacy and how competing or
conflicting legitimations might be resolved.
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CHAPTER 11
CONTRIBUTIONS TO A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING LEGITIMACY IN
PROTECTED AREA GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

Introduction
In the first few chapters of this dissertation, I argued that the concept of
―legitimacy‖ is becoming increasingly important to the governance and management of
protected areas. Democratization, decentralization, and a concern for human rights are
but a few factors that have contributed to this importance. In South Africa, for instance,
the historical management and governance of protected areas was best characterized as a
technocratic and centralized approach that, at times, embraced the marginalization of
those whom were, perhaps, most affected by the existence of those areas (Mabunda,
Pienaar, and Verhoef 2003; Moore and Masuku van Damme 2002). With
democratization in 1994, though, Kruger became a park-in-transition. The ascent to
power of the black majority meant that the existence of protected areas like Kruger would
fundamentally depend on the extent to which the new regime viewed their purpose,
management, and governance of protected areas as legitimate.
This realization meant that the grounds upon which protected areas in South
Africa were legitimated would change in significant ways. Most notably, the centralized,
exclusionary, and bio-centric management and governance philosophies (which, in fact,
were symbols of historic oppression to blacks) gave way to decentralization,
inclusiveness, and human-oriented objectives. The emergent interest in access to Park
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resources for subsistence purposes, which was prohibited under historic protected area
regimes, is but one derivative of this transition. But, while recognizing that a shift from
the historic approach was in order, many of the constituent elements of a new, legitimate
approach remain contested. In part, this is, perhaps, attributable to the fact that despite
the evident interest in changing the way protected areas are governed and managed, there
are also continuities that transcend the transition (e.g., the belief that protected areas
should, to some extent, serve to protect biodiversity). Not all of the local residents I
interviewed for this study, for example, felt that access to resources was legitimate, since
they believed that collecting resources might damage Kruger‘s biodiversity. Protected
areas worldwide, recognizing both the need for change and some continuity, are
confronted with two very basic, but crucial, questions: (1) what actions and/or policies
are legitimate in protected areas? and (2) how are competing or conflicting views of
legitimacy resolved? These questions resonate strongly not only with Kruger and other
protected areas in transitional societies, but any protected area subjected to multiple
points of view and complex issues (i.e., almost all protected areas worldwide).
The purpose of this study was to respond to these two questions. I adopted a
case-study approach by exploring the concept of legitimacy through resource use in
Kruger, but I believe the lessons learned have applicability well beyond South Africa‘s
boundaries. For instance, at a foundational level, this study might offer insight into the
way legitimacy is conceptually understood in the context of protected areas. As I
discussed in Chapter 2, the import of legitimacy appears to have grown considerably in
protected area scholarship over the past few years, but to date, the concept has arguably
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been under-theorized and loosely employed. With this study, I attempted to respond to
this knowledge gap by first exploring and synthesizing existing scholarship and then
empirically investigating how legitimacy materializes in the context of a specific,
important protected area issue. The findings of this study demonstrate that, if anything,
legitimacy is a complex, multi-dimensional concept.
Rather than either a simple perception or a normative absolute (as some scholars
might seem to have suggested), legitimacy may be conceptualized as being an indivisible
coalescence of both perceptions and norms. Indeed, as the findings of this study
illustrate, legitimacy is a construct that varies considerably depending on whom one is
talking to. Just as some of the scholars discussed in Chapter 3 equated legitimacy with a
particular normative edict, such as deliberative democracy or adherence to a constitution,
each individual I spoke with offered their own brand of legitimacy. But, while the
rationales upon which actions were deemed legitimate varied, the building blocks of
those legitimations (or illegitimations, as the case may be) were often common across the
different individuals I interviewed or surveyed. Context, for instance – whether historical
or contemporary – was an important factor in determinations of legitimacy, as was the
distinction between procedural and substantive considerations and how those
considerations were filtered through moral, rational, pragmatic, conventional, and other
factors. Legitimacy, while a widely varied and nuanced belief, was defined by a
relatively small, common set of elements. In the next section, I discuss how these
elements might contribute to a framework for understanding the legitimacy of protected
area management and governance.
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A Framework for Understanding Legitimacy
In the latter part of Chapter 3, I articulated a conceptual framework for
understanding legitimacy that I derived, in part, as a result of synthesizing a number of
insights from the existing legitimacy-related scholarship (see Figure 11-1). Rather than a
hypothesis per se, the framework offered one way of organizing my thoughts on the
legitimacy of protected area management and governance. To a certain extent, this
framework guided the questions I asked. ―Context,‖ for instance, is an important feature
of the framework, and I asked questions in my interviews and surveys concerning the
context within which different social actors exist (see, e.g., Chapter 5). Moreover, I
asked Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors specific questions concerning
―procedural legitimacy‖ versus ―substantive legitimacy‖ – two other important elements
of the framework. But, there were also a number of features of the framework that I did
not ask about, opting to allow insights related to those elements to emerge from the data.
For example, in the interviews I conducted, I did not ask respondents to comment on the
legitimacy of resource use in terms of ―morality, rationality, pragmatism, or
conventionality‖ in an effort to deductively test the importance or merit of each. Instead,
recognizing the exploratory dimension of this research, I asked respondents to speak
freely as to why they believed resource use to be either a legitimate or illegitimate
activity in the Park. In short, the framework served as a well-grounded, but unproven,
means to conceptualize legitimacy that – in conjunction with the empirical insights from
this study – might be a useful tool for understanding legitimacy in other protected area
settings.
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Legitimacy Space
The set of actions that may
legitimately resolve an issue or
respond to a need for a
particular entity

Procedural considerations

Substantive considerations

Moral

Rational

Moral

Rational

Pragmatic

Conventional

Pragmatic

Conventional

(Other considerations)

(Other considerations)

Context
―norms, values, beliefs and
definitions‖ for a given issue
and particular entity

Previous
resolutions and
actions

Emerging demands

Figure 11- 1: A synthetic, conceptual framework for understanding legitimacy
Legitimacy and context
In social science research, it almost goes without saying that context matters. In
our own personal lives, the values and beliefs that we espouse – indeed, our very essence
– are products of our upbringing and surroundings, both historical and contemporary.
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And, if we accept, as Suchman (1995) contends, that legitimacy is a perception rooted in
socially constructed norms, values, beliefs, and definitions, then context is, perhaps, the
foundation of legitimacy. As illustrated in Figure 11-1, this becomes particularly apparent
when recognizing the ways in which contextual factors contribute to the procedural and
substantive considerations that ultimately shape the legitimacy of actions for a given
issue.
As depicted in Figure 11-1, previous actions and resolutions taken in the course of
managing and governing protected areas can shape the contexts within which social
actors exist. Resource use among local residents for subsistence purposes has been, with
few exceptions, effectively prohibited in Kruger since the Park‘s establishment. The
view that resource use was inimical to the park ethic (i.e., an illegitimate activity) was a
product of the power held by Dutch and British colonialists and their underlying norms,
values, beliefs, and definitions that led them to establish parks. Because colonialists had
a monopoly on power within South Africa (of which they maintained until
democratization in 1994), they reserved the right to adopt and implement their brand of
legitimacy. Needless to say, their ―legitimacy space,‖ as it is described in Figure 11-1,
did not likely overlap in any significant way with that of the groups living near Kruger
who were forcefully removed and marginalized from governance and management of the
Park. As such, the contextual factors that defined the colonial and Apartheid era gave
rise to a very particular definition of what activities were considered legitimate in Parks,
and more specifically, Kruger.
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As I‘ve discussed at length throughout this dissertation, though, with
democratization, the context within which parks in South Africa exist changed
dramatically. Over the span of less than a decade, resource use went from being an
absolute prohibition to an issue high on the agenda of parks in South Africa. In effect,
this transition was the result of contextual changes concerning the societal balance of
power. New norms, values, beliefs, and definitions were recognized and so, too, were
different conceptualizations of legitimacy.
Prior to democratization, the societal context gave rise a number of procedural
and substantive considerations that shaped the legitimacy of protected area governance
and management. From a procedural perspective, governance and management were
legitimated to the extent that they aligned with the technocratic and rational approach
driven by scientific management. Coupled with this procedural element were substantive
considerations that, for instance, deemed actions legitimate when they reflected the moral
axiom to preserve nature as a symbol of national heritage. Following democratization,
these considerations were joined by the emerging procedural and substantive
considerations of previously marginalized groups. Because, for example, local, black
residents had been excluded from governance and management, involvement and
consultation have become important procedural considerations when assessing the
legitimacy of any action taken by the Park. Moreover, from the perspective of local
residents, the changing context has translated to the delivery of benefits being an
important substantive consideration of any action which involves the relationship
between the Park and local residents. In other words, because of forced removals and
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exclusion, the legitimacy of Park actions affecting local residents is, in part, substantively
dependent on the extent to which local residents benefit from the Park (and, in effect, are
compensated for past actions taken by the Park administration).
Contextual factors are also important when considering the types of benefits that
local residents hope or expect to derive from the Park. Without, for instance, the benefit
of having explored the contextual factors surrounding the provision of access to
resources, many Park staff that I spoke with before I collected data suspected that such a
benefit would be in high demand among local residents and that they would view
resource use in the Park as an entirely legitimate activity. As I interviewed local
residents, though, it became apparent that while many local residents did have an interest
in accessing resources in the Park, the contemporary livelihoods of local residents led
them to place a higher premium on developmental assistance than resources use.
Moreover, many felt that resource use was, in fact, illegitimate because it undermined
what they believed to be the more important benefits associated with eco-tourism and
employment opportunities. Not only do these contextual considerations provide insight
into how local residents legitimize resource use, but they present important opportunities
resolving the resource use issue.
When it comes to the management and governance of protected areas, then, it is
critical to understand the context in order to understand how various groups
conceptualize the legitimacy of particular actions. For the purposes of this study,
contextual factors were explored through interviews and surveys, but this is by no means
the only way to arrive at an understanding of context. The deliberative democracy
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championed by Habermas, Valadez, and others (see Chapter 3) provides a procedural
approach to governance and management that is designed to elicit the underlying norms,
values, beliefs, and definitions that constitute the social contexts for a variety of groups.
Irrespective of the means by which decision-makers arrive at an understanding of
contextual factors, it is the exploration of these factors that provides the rationale for the
more refined procedural and substantive considerations that directly shape assessments of
legitimacy.

Dimensions of legitimacy
Few scholars who have studied the concept of legitimacy make the explicit
distinction between procedural and substantive considerations. Barnard (2001) being a
notable exception, most have characterized legitimacy as either an almost exclusively
procedural concept (see, e.g., Habermas) or a clouded mix of process and substance (see,
e.g., Rawls and Arneson). As this study illustrates, though, the distinction between
procedural and substantive considerations, as well as the way in which the respective
considerations can be further deconstructed (e.g., in terms of morality, rationality,
pragmatism, conventionality, etc.) provide important insights into how legitimacy is
conceptualized and how protected area issues are resolved.
The manner in which some Park staff conceptualized the legitimacy of resource
use provides an example of why it is important to recognize both substantive and
procedural considerations. If viewed from purely substantive perspective, the data I
collected from Park staff would suggest that resource use is largely viewed as an
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illegitimate activity among Park staff. Many Park staff maintained that there is a moral
responsibility to protect biodiversity and that there is simply not enough evidence to
suggest that resource use could proceed without infringing upon that biodiversity. On
these grounds alone, many felt that resource use was an illegitimate activity. If, however,
the process through which resource use was implemented was carefully considered and
implemented in a way that was consistent with the principles of adaptive management
(e.g., small-scale experimentation), it appeared that many staff who viewed resource use
as substantively illegitimate would more generally render resource use a legitimate
activity on the basis of these procedural considerations.
The manner in which local residents conceptualized the legitimacy of resource
use and benefits more broadly defined also reveal the importance of explicitly identifying
the considerations associated with both process and substance. Recognizing the
contextual factors surrounding local residents‘ historic role in the governance and
management of Kruger, their contemporary role in such processes has become
exceedingly important to them. With democratization came the expectation that
decision-making in the Park would be open, consultative, and inclusive. As such, even if
a resource use policy or plan for providing developmental assistance were crafted that
heavily favored the interests of local residents, they might ultimately be viewed as
illegitimate if the policy or plan were not developed and implemented in what local
residents judged to be an appropriate manner. Indeed, the local residents I spoke with felt
that any decision-making process concerning their relationship with the Park should be
consultative, but perhaps most importantly, the Park must demonstrate that they ―want‖
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the input of local residents rather than merely ―needing‖ it to satisfy some legal
requirement.
Of course, the converse is true, as well – it might not be possible to legitimate a
policy or action solely on procedural grounds. Even if, for instance, Park staff engaged
local residents in a truly consultative decision-making process concerning resource use
that local residents widely held to be legitimate, the broader legitimacy of the way in
which the issue was resolved would likely substantially depend on the substantive nature
and consequences of the resolution. This is a particularly important observation in terms
of resource use. If the Kruger staff earnestly engaged local residents and truly ―wanted‖
their input on the resource use issue, and as a result, developed a resource use policy, it is
possible that the policy might still be viewed as illegitimate. As I discussed in Chapter
10, this possibility might be attributable to the contextual and substantive considerations
that render developmental assistance a higher priority than resource use. Parks and
protected areas can implement progressive and inclusive processes as they engage
stakeholders, but if those processes do not address the issues that are most important to
those involved, then those processes and any associated outcomes might very well be
deemed illegitimate.
Beyond the distinction between procedural and substantive considerations,
another important element of this framework is a more refined deconstruction aimed at
identifying the bases upon which those considerations are made. To merely say that
resource use is illegitimate or that the process for developing a resource use policy is
legitimate is only marginally informative. If competing and/or conflicting views of
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legitimacy are to be reconciled and complex issues resolved, there is a need to know why
individuals harbor particular procedural or substantive beliefs. At the end of Chapter 3, I
discussed how, on the basis of a synthetic reflection on the existing scholarship,
judgments of procedural and substantive legitimacy may be described in terms of moral,
rational, pragmatic, conventional, or other dimensions. And, while I did not ask
respondents to comment on the legitimacy of resource use in terms of these factors, the
data suggest that they were important in the conceptualizations of legitimacy.
Morality, for example, played an important role in the procedural and substantive
considerations for all three groups that I spoke with. A number of visitors and managers
alike commented that resource use is a morally illegitimate activity in the Park, as it goes
against the very value and purpose of the Park. Local residents on the other hand argued
that, in light of their historical relationship with the Park, the Park has a moral
responsibility to provide benefits to local residents as a form of compensation, whether in
the form of access to resources or otherwise. Moreover, as discussed above, the belief
that decision-making processes should be consultative and inclusive is, in part, a
reflection of the assumption that Parks are morally obligated to involve local residents
who are often impacted by Park-related decisions.
Pragmatism – whether or not the procedural or substantive features of an action
meet a specific interest – also featured strongly in the various conceptualizations of
legitimacy. Frequently, that is, individuals or groups might believe an action to be
appropriate because it satisfies some need or interest they have. Rather than being based
on the moral belief that Kruger should provide access to resources as a form of
330

compensation, many local residents that I spoke with felt resource use was legitimate
primarily because it served a practical need they had for firewood, medicinal plants,
thatching grass, etc.
Rationality – the extent to which the procedural or substantive elements of an
action are logical or ―make sense,‖ was an important dimension for some that I spoke
with. In terms of procedural rationality, many staff that I spoke with felt that resource
use was a legitimate activity as long as the process for its implementation followed the
logic of adaptive management. In short, adaptive management has come to be the
framework by which the rationality of the management process in Kruger is defined. If
management actions follow the logic of adaptive management then they are likely to be
construed as procedurally legitimate. Rationality also played a key role for some local
residents in their substantive assessments of the legitimacy of resource use. Some, for
instance, argued that the provision of access to resources was legitimate precisely
because it was rational or logical to expect that, since the Park has numerous resources
compared to what is found outside its boundaries, the Park would share those resources
with surrounding communities.
Conventionality – the degree to which the process and substance associated with
an action comport with laws, policies, or other informal guidelines – is another dimension
that emerged in the various conceptualizations of legitimacy. This dimension was most
evident in some Park staffs‘ substantive legitimations of resource use. For these
individuals, resource use was substantively legitimate because the Protected Areas Act
provides that parks must consider allowing resource use and that by allowing resource
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use, Kruger would fulfill its mandate to both provide human benefits and build
constituencies for the Park.
In employing this framework for understanding the legitimacy of protected area
governance and management, care must be taken to not over-simplify the dimensionality
of procedural and substantive considerations. It, for instance, might often not be possible
to reduce these considerations in terms of purely moral, pragmatic, rational, conventional
or other dimensions. Instead, it is likely that the considerations giving rise to assessments
of legitimacy are a complex composite of these dimensions. Consider the following
statement paraphrasing a commonly held sentiment among local residents: ―It is
legitimate for Kruger to provide developmental assistance to local residents, because we
need that assistance.‖ On the surface, there is a clear pragmatic dimension to this
consideration – there is a practical need or interest that local residents are looking to meet
through assistance (i.e., livelihood improvement). But, there is also a latent, moral
dimension to this statement. As many local residents suggested, they need the assistance
from Kruger in particular because it is Kruger who – on account of the nature of the
historical relationship between the Park and surrounding peoples - is morally obligated to
provide those benefits as a means of compensation. In essence, benefit provision serves a
pragmatic need for livelihood improvement (which could be provided by any number of
government agencies) and a pragmatic need to redress moral wrongs (which, arguably,
can only be provided by Kruger). Legitimacy might be established on pragmatic
grounds, but the pragmatic interests or needs could be both instrumental and moral (or,
for that matter, rational or conventional) in nature.
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Perhaps too often, actions are characterized as ―legitimate‖ or ―illegitimate‖
without explicitly identifying the bases on which those claims are made. If anything,
though, legitimacy is a nuanced concept that requires an examination of its contributing
context, considerations, and dimensionality if it is to be properly understood. The
exercise of this deconstruction is not only useful from a descriptive perspective, but it is
also instructive for efforts to identify the suite of actions that might legitimately resolve
protected area issues.

Legitimacy and the resolution of protected area issues
As illustrated in Figure 11-1, context, procedural, and substantive considerations,
as well as their attendant dimensionality, may be thought of as the principle factors that
contribute to perceptions of legitimacy. One important value of understanding legitimacy
in this way is that it facilitates the identification of a set of actions that might legitimately
resolve an issue for a group or individual (i.e., that group or individual‘s ―legitimacy
space‖).

Deciding which legitimations to recognize
To say that this approach to understanding legitimacy ―facilitates the
identification of a set of actions that might legitimately resolve an issue for a group or
individual‖ implies at least two assumptions worth mentioning. First, legitimacy‘s unit of
analysis is two-dimensional – one dimension being the issue and the other being the
constituency (whether a group or individual). This assumption communicates that ―the
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legitimacy of a protected area‖ is more of an issue-by-issue and constituency-byconstituency assessment than a global truth.
Second, the legitimacy of a protected area organization‘s actions is not
tantamount to its comprehensive responsiveness to the demands of all its constituencies.
In fact, the failure or unwillingness to respond to certain demands or strive for particular
outcomes may be the most legitimate course of action. For instance, within Kruger there
are no fences alongside the road that prevent wildlife from crossing the roads or
threatening tourists while they‘re in their vehicles (e.g., sometimes elephants on the
Park‘s roadways will charge at vehicles). One visitor I spoke with remarked they wished
the Park would construct fencing alongside all of the roads in Kruger to (1) prevent
wildlife from coming on the roads and (2) enable visitors to get out of their vehicles and
walk along the road. Should Kruger respond to such a demand? If the Park is to be
viewed legitimately by that visitor, then, perhaps. On the other hand, one might
reasonably expect that most other visitors view the failure to respond to such a demand as
legitimate. In this respect, legitimacy, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder. The
question protected area organizations must ask themselves is – who‘s view of legitimacy
matters?
The question of ―whose version of legitimacy matters‖ and its corollary, ―when is
it okay to marginalize a particular group,‖ points to the value of a critical understanding
of legitimacy. As discussed in Chapter 4, critical theory calls attention to the resolution of
inconsistencies between what is intersubjectively desired among a group and the existent,
but socially constructed, reality. From a critical theory perspective the question may be
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re-framed as – are there circumstances in which certain inconsistencies among certain
groups or individuals are okay? The answer is most certainly ―yes,‖ but the question of
whether or not the response should be ―yes‖ for a particular group and a given issue is not
as easily answered.
Whether or not the response should be ―yes‖ for a particular group and a given
issue depends on whether the way in which that group conceptualizes the legitimacy of
the given issue comports with the values promoted by the broader, socially constructed
reality. It is important to note, though, that broader, socially constructed reality is by no
means static, which implies that what failed to comport with the reality yesterday may
comport with it today. What was illegitimate yesterday, then, may be legitimate today.
Consider the issue of resource use in Kruger and the group of local residents who
felt that resource use is a legitimate activity in the Park. Their legitimation of resource
use was frequently characterized by (1) a morality dimension that highlighted redress for
past wrongs, (2) a pragmatic dimension that highlighted a practical need for resources,
and (3) a rational need that highlighted the imbalance of resources existing in the Park as
compared to outside the Park. At the risk of overgeneralizing, we might posit that the
broad, socially constructed reality promotes the values of redress for past wrongs, the
provision of basic livelihood needs, and, perhaps, the equitable (but not necessarily
equal) distribution of goods. Thus, at least on those points, the manner in which those
local residents conceptualize the legitimacy of resource use may be said to comport with
the values promoted by the broader, socially constructed reality. However, there are also
other values that the broader, socially constructed reality promotes, such as the protection
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of endangered species, that might conflict with the legitimations of those local residents.
In such a situation, deciding whether or not local residents should be marginalized (i.e.,
taking no steps to resolve the inconsistency between what they desire and what exists) is,
perhaps, a balancing act. Will, for instance, the values promoted by the broader, socially
constructed reality be undermined or well-served by failing to resolve the inconsistency?
Two points are worth raising regarding the balancing of legitimations against the
values promoted by the broader, socially constructed reality. First, the more dimensions
that an issue is legitimated (or illegitimated) upon and the more well-developed those
legitimations (or illegitimations) are, the easier it is to balance the collective legitimation
of an issue against the values promoted by the broader, socially constructed reality. For
instance, that the local residents discussed above conceptualize the legitimacy of resource
use in at least three relatively well-developed dimensions makes it easier to balance their
legitimation of resource use against the broader, socially constructed reality than if their
legitimation was based solely on the dimension of morality. Then, the question would be
which moral is of more value to the broader, socially constructed reality – redress for
historical wrongs or the protection of endangered species. In short, the more information
that is available regarding how and why a group legitimates an issue, the easier it is to
understand whether that legitimation comports with the values promoted by the broader,
socially constructed reality.
As alluded to above, though, understanding legitimacy in this way requires that
one constantly re-evaluate the values that the broader, socially constructed reality seeks
to promote. Currently, it would appear that the values promoted by the socially
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constructed South African reality are changing in a way that is tending to be more aligned
with resource use than it was in the past. This recognition means that not only must
society critically examine the manner in which legitimations comport with the values
promoted by the broader, socially constructed reality, but society must also critically
reflect on those promoted values, as well.

Reconciling multiple legitimations: ―legitimacy spaces‖
When a particular issue involves multiple groups or individuals, it is possible that
their respective legitimations may promote the values of the broader, socially constructed
reality and, yet, still conflict or compete with one another. Given that this is, perhaps, the
norm rather than the exception, it is important to understand how those competing or
conflicting legitimations are resolved. Every group or individual that is able to articulate
a conceptualization of the legitimacy of a particular action has an associated ―legitimacy
space‖ within which legitimate actions exist. For instance, the legitimacy space of local
residents who believe resource use is legitimate has, at least as one point, the action of
allowing resource use (see Figure 11-2). On the other hand the action of forbidding
resource use is not in their legitimacy space. For some, though, an express prohibition of
resource use is the sole point in their legitimacy space. When the legitimations (or
illegitimations as the case may be) of several groups comport with the broader, socially
constructed reality but, yet, conflict or compete with one another, resolving a particular
issue involves locating where their respective legitimacy spaces intersect.
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Legitimacy Space

Legitimacy Space

Prohibit resource use

Allow resource use

Procedural considerations
Consultation – final decisions
are made by Kruger staff

Substantive considerations

Substantive considerations

Procedural considerations

Moral responsibility to provide
benefits, pragmatic need for
resources, strategic tool for
building constituencies

Consultation – final decisions
are made by Kruger staff

Context
Historic Park-people relationship,
democratization, movements for benefit
provision

Moral responsibility to protect
biodiversity and the visitor
experience, inability to meet
demands

Context

Previous
resolutions and
actions

Values aligned with the protection
of biodiversity, precautionary
approaches, tourism over benefit
provision

Emerging demands

Previous
resolutions and
actions

Emerging demands

Resource use as illegitimate

Resource use as legitimate

Figure 11- 2: Divergent conceptualizations of the legitimacy of resource use

338

Resource use in Kruger provides an excellent example of an issue where
attentiveness to the concept of legitimacy spaces can facilitate the identification of
resolutions that are believed to be legitimate by a diverse set of social actors. Among the
Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors I spoke with, it would seem that there are
three main, direct responses to the resource use question – access can either be (1)
prohibited as it has in the past, (2) provided liberally to local residents with few
restrictions, or (3) provided on an experimental basis where appropriate levels of use are
determined through adaptive management processes.
As discussed earlier in this dissertation, while these three responses provide the
anchor points of a spectrum of approaches that were deemed legitimate, the data I
collected suggests that most do not define their conceptualization of legitimacy simply by
a single point.52 Rather, while some believe that prohibiting resource use is a legitimate
response, they might also believe that adopting an adaptive approach to permitting
resource use is legitimate, as well. Similarly, those who felt that a liberal provision of
access to resources is legitimate also felt that an adaptive approach was legitimate, too.
Nevertheless, if resolving the resource use issue were to be undertaken merely by
responding directly to the issue itself, then there is not likely an opportunity to resolve the
issue in a way that immediately or ultimately meets a substantial share of local residents‘
needs. As discussed in the previous chapter, the demand for access to resources among
some local residents might be a proxy for broader developmental needs, which are of
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Of course, some do hold uncompromising views on both ends, but most of those whom I spoke with
considered an adaptive approach to allowing resource use, coupled with complementary or alternative
strategies of providing benefits, to be a legitimate approach.
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more importance than access to resources. Consequently, local residents might likely
view the provision of developmental assistance, which may or may not be accompanied
by the provision of access to resources, as a legitimate (albeit indirect) resolution to the
resource use issue. Moreover, given the Park‘s expressed interest in providing human
benefits and building constituencies for the Park, both those staff who view the provision
of access to resources as legitimate and those who do not seem willing to embrace
alternative or indirect resolutions to the resource use issue (e.g., a community levy) if
those resolutions serve that expressed interest. Based on the visitor survey results, a
similar conclusion might be drawn for Park visitors who seemed to view a community
levy, for instance, more favorably than the provision of access to resources. In effect, by
considering these underlying factors, the two legitimacy spaces are broadened to include
indirect resolutions that gives rise to the possibility of an outcome that exhibits a more
widely shared perception of legitimacy than if only direct responses to the issue were
considered (see Figure 11-3).53
There is, of course, a range of ways in which the legitimacy spaces of groups
overlap for a given issue. If, for the sake of simplicity, we consider only three groups,
there are four basic scenarios concerning the way in which the associated legitimacy
spaces relate to one another (see Figure 11-4). First, all three groups may be completely
aligned with one another. This scenario most likely occurs when problems are technical
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These considerations do, though, give rise to a third legitimacy space where both resource use and
developmental assistance are viewed as illegitimate. It‘s the separation between this space and the other
two that highlights an important philosophical question that public protected areas, such as Kruger, must
confront – namely, whether it is legitimate to provide a certain set of benefits to a sector of society at the
expense of another?
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Legitimacy Space
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Prohibit resource use

Substantive considerations

Substantive considerations

Procedural considerations

Moral responsibility to provide
benefits, pragmatic need for
resources, strategic tool for
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Consultation – final decisions
are made by Kruger staff

Context
Historic Park-people relationship,
democratization, movements for benefit
provision

Moral responsibility to protect
biodiversity and the visitor
experience, inability to meet
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Previous
resolutions and
actions

Values aligned with the protection
of biodiversity, precautionary
approaches, tourism over benefit
provision

Emerging demands

Previous
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actions

Emerging demands

No resource use/Adaptive resource use

Unlimited resource use/ Adaptive resource use

Figure 11-3: Intersecting legitimacy spaces of resource use
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Scenario A – complete alignment

Scenario B – shared legitimacy

Scenario C – partially shared legitimacy

Scenario D – no shared legitimacy

Figure 11- 4: Scenarios for shared perceptions of legitimacy

in nature and selecting a resolution is relatively straight-forward.54 Alternatively, as
illustrated in Scenario B, the various actions that the three groups view as legitimate for a
given issue might not be entirely aligned, but the legitimacy spaces could overlap to the
54

See, e.g., the discussion of ―messy‖ or ―wicked‖ problems in Lachapelle, McCool, and Patterson (2003),
Allen and Gould (1986), and McCool and Guthrie (2001).
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extent that a resolution might be found that is viewed as legitimate by all three groups.
Or, as depicted in Scenario C, it might be the case that only two groups share any
common ground in terms of what actions might be legitimately responsive to a particular
issue. Finally, Scenario D presents a situation where there is no overlap among any of
the three groups concerning legitimate ways to resolve an issue. Here, the contextual
factors for each group (including their values, beliefs, norms, and definitions) and the
resultant substantive and procedural considerations related to the issue are so different
that it is not likely that the issue will be resolved in a way that all (or even multiple)
parties believe to be legitimate. This situation is commonly characterized by what some
have called a ―messy‖ or ―wicked‖ problem ―typified by multiple and competing goals,
little scientific agreement on cause-effect relationships, limited time and resources, lack
of information, and structural inequities in access to information and the distribution of
power‖ (Lachapelle, McCool, and Patterson 2003).55
The scenario that groups find themselves in for a particular issue depends on a
number of factors – one important factor being how broadly or narrowly the groups
legitimacy spaces are defined. If, for example, a particular group with an interest in
resource use felt that (1) substantively speaking, access to resources must be provided to
local residents in order to meet their subsistence needs and that the Park was morally
obliged to provide access at a level that would meet all of their needs, and (2)
procedurally speaking, the Park must provide such access immediately and in conjunction
with the involvement of local residents, then this group‘s legitimacy space is defined
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See also Allen and Gould (1986) and McCool and Guthrie (2001).
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relatively narrowly. If the views of other groups or individuals are even slightly
different, then it is unlikely that a resolution can be crafted that results in any shared
belief of legitimacy.
If, however, the goal in resolving a particular issue is to resolve it in a manner
where as many groups or individuals as possible view the resolution as legitimate, then
this goal is most likely achieved if the legitimacy spaces of the groups involved are
broadly rather than narrowly defined. This is not to say that a resolution that is widely
held to be legitimate cannot be found if the legitimacy spaces are predominantly
narrow,56 but the likelihood of arriving at such a widely held belief is, perhaps, increased
as the spaces are more broadly defined.

Conclusion
Of course, the analysis associated with the framework presented in this chapter
will not always yield a resolution that all affected parties (or any for that matter) view as
legitimate. Many complex issues concerning the management and governance of
protected areas are characterized by conflicting or competing values, norms, beliefs, and
definitions that ultimately give rise to legitimacy spaces that are far from intersecting. In
such instances, the framework discussed above does not offer a prescription as to how the
―right‖ or ―true‖ conceptualization of legitimacy is identified. In such instances, the
question of whose morality, interests, or logic are correct is most likely a question of both
power and law. As this study demonstrates, though, it might also be true that rather than
56

This might very well be true in instances where many sectors of society share common views pertaining
to the issue in question.
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necessitating the exercise of power and law, resolving the myriad complex issues that
protected areas and their constituents are confronted with might be achieved by
recognizing and appreciating the various ways that legitimacy is conceptualized.
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CHAPTER 12
CONCLUSION

In the introduction to this dissertation, I argued that protected areas are frequently
confronted with the fundamental, but equally exacting and onerous, question of for whom and
why do they exist? Resource use in Kruger National Park is but one issue that exemplifies both
the features of this question and the inherent challenges of responding to it. Moreover, this study
demonstrates that the response to this question is a function of legitimacy. In fact, the
complexity of protected area governance and management is, perhaps, most firmly rooted in the
difficulty of establishing or engendering the belief of legitimacy across the wide range of groups
and individuals with a stake in protected areas. Such complexity, though, not necessarily
insurmountable. By exploring the various ways in which different groups and individuals
conceptualize the legitimacy of a particular action, it is possible to identify potential resolutions
to the most challenging issues that protected areas are faced with.
This dissertation offers one of an infinite number of possible studies of legitimacy and
protected areas. As a case study, this research was highly contextual, but there were key lessons
learned that might be useful as the concept of legitimacy is explored in other protected areas.
Summarized below are what I believe to be five fundamental lessons that this dissertation
illustrates.
Lesson 1: Actions are legitimated or illegitimated on the basis of a number
of factors.
This study demonstrates that different groups, and even individuals
within a particular group, may conceptualize the legitimacy of actions
in very different ways and based on a number of different factors. The
historical relationship between the Park and local residents, for
instance, has significantly shaped the manner in which local residents
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legitimate the provision of benefits from the Park. As such, it is likely
that the legitimacy of a particular action will not be adequately
understood without exploring the underlying factors and considerations
that contribute to the perceptions of legitimacy. The framework
discussed in Chapter 11 is, perhaps, one useful way in which these
underlying factors may be understood.
Lesson 2: Legitimacy is dynamic.
For a variety of reasons, the way in which the legitimacy of actions are
conceptualized may change in fundamental ways. For the South Africa
National Parks organization, resource use is transitioning from a moral
anathema to a pragmatic and legitimate means of fulfilling a Park
mandate. Legitimacy, then, is not a perception that, once established, is
static. As the context within which protected areas exist changes, so,
too, does the manner in which legitimacy is conceptualized.
Consequently, the legitimacy of protected area governance and
management must be monitored and re-evaluated on a regular basis.
Lesson 3: Understanding how various social actors conceptualize the legitimacy
of actions can contribute to a better understanding of how issues might
be resolved.
Without articulating how Park staff, local residents, and Park visitors
conceptualize the legitimacy of resource use, there would appear to be
little opportunity to resolve the issue in a way that engenders a shared
perception of legitimacy. By recognizing, though, the various
substantive and procedural considerations that contribute to
assessments of the legitimacy of resource use, possible resolution begin
to materialize. Because of the contextual considerations that, for local
residents, place a higher premium on developmental assistance, the
underlying interests upon which resource was legitimated by Park staff,
local residents, and Park visitors may be served by a greater set of
possible actions. Opportunities, then, for resolving issues in ways that
are widely viewed as legitimate are either constrained or expanded by
the way in which legitimacy is conceptualized.
Lesson 4: Multi-dimensional and well-developed conceptualizations of
legitimacy make it easier to determine whether or not a group or
individual‘s legitimation of an action should be recognized.
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Deciding whose conceptualization of legitimacy matters depends in
part on whether or not a group or individual‘s conceptualization of
legitimacy should be acknowledged in the first place. A critical
approach to understanding legitimacy can assist in such determinations.
An important question is whether the legitimation of a group or
individual comports with the values promoted by the broader, socially
constructed reality. If they do, then groups or individuals subscribing
to such legitimations should not be marginalized. However, it must be
recognized that the values promoted by the broader, socially
constructed reality are dynamic and should be critically assessed, as
well.
Lesson 5: Direct responses to issues might not always be the most legitimate
responses.
Related to Lesson 3 above, by recognizing the various ways in which
legitimacy is conceptualized, it may be true that some issues can be
legitimately resolved through indirect responses rather than direct
responses. In the case of resource use, rather than either simply
prohibiting resource use or providing for it, indirectly responding to the
underlying interests in question by providing some other form of
developmental assistance may constitute a resolution that is more
widely believed to be legitimate.
Lesson 6: Assessing whose conceptualization of legitimacy matters requires
decision-makers to marginalize some constituencies.
For almost every complex protected area issue, it is highly unlikely that
decision-makers will elect a course of action that is universally held to
be legitimate. For instance, while many would likely deem an adaptive
approach to resource use, coupled with complementary or alternative
strategies, to be a legitimate resolution to the resource use issue, there
are those who would not (e.g., those who believe only unlimited access
should be provided or that access should be entirely prohibited). Thus,
decision-makers are forced with making the difficult decision of
marginalizing some constituencies.
In no small part, the validity and ultimately the merit of these lessons are a function of the
strengths and limitations of the manner in which this research was undertaken. In terms of
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strengths, this study incorporated both an exhaustive review of how legitimacy has been
understood across a wide array of disciplines and an expansive set of empirical data that, through
rigorous and systematic analysis, provides new insights into how legitimacy may be understood.
The findings and discussion of this analysis are of utility not only from a conceptual perspective
but also from a practical perspective, as resource use – the lens through which legitimacy was
explored in this study – is an issue of great importance to Kruger and many other protected areas
worldwide.
Study limitations are a reality of research and while the limitations discussed in Chapter
4 likely impacted this study in some way, I believe the strengths overshadow those possible
impacts. Nevertheless, with the luxury of hindsight, there are changes to the approach and
design if this research if I were able to do it again. First and foremost, if I had the luxury of
time, I would have benefited enormously from language training in Venda, Shangaan, Xhosa,
and Afrikaans. Mutli-cultural research is difficult even if one speaks the language in question,
and in the absence of any familiarity with the languages of those one is, for instance,
interviewing, that difficulty is further compounded. A basic knowledge of the languages spoken
by local residents (e.g., Venda, Shangaan, and Xhosa) would have allowed me to, perhaps, have
a richer understanding of the interview data. Similarly, while all but a few of the Park visitors I
spoke with were fluent in English, familiarity with the Afrikaans language would have likely
engendered a higher level of rapport with many of the South African visitors.
If I were to conduct another visitor survey in Kruger, the most significant change that I
would make to the design would be to implement measures to increase the response rate. For
instance, rather than providing questionnaires to visitors at gates or camps and then asking them
to drop the survey off at a camp, I would likely ask sampled visitors to fill out a postcard with
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their name and address and then I would send them a survey to be mailed back (postage paid) to
a central location in Kruger. Of course, there is no guarantee that this strategy would ultimately
result in a higher response rate, but mailing back the survey might be more convenient for
visitors than trying to remember to drop it off at a rest camp.
Finally, provided I had the time to do so, it would be beneficial to distribute the
questionnaires at various times throughout the year (rather than only during the winter) in order
to reduce any seasonal bias. As many Park staff commented, during the winter season, there was
likely a disproportionately high number of domestic visitors compared to international visitors.
Recognizing the dramatically different ways in which international visitors responded to some of
the survey questions, it is likely that some of the statistical analyses (e.g., the logistic regression)
would have different outcomes.
An important lesson learned from this study not presented above is that there are still
many important lessons to be learned regarding the legitimacy of protected area governance and
management. Legitimacy is a relatively nascent area of interest to protected area scholars and
there remains a considerable amount of conceptual and practical ground to cover. First, it would
be valuable to study just how the robustness, efficiency, and/or effectiveness of actions widely
perceived as legitimate compare to that of actions widely believed to be illegitimate. Is it
possible, for instance, that because of the complexity involved in crafting a legitimate resolution
to an issue that there are (1) more ―stress points‖ where things can go wrong or (2) because of
inevitable compromises made in crafting resolutions that engender a shared belief in legitimacy,
the resolution is ―watered-down‖ to the extent that it fails to meet its objectives?
Second, longitudinal studies of legitimacy would be extraordinarily valuable. In terms of
resource use in Kruger, it would be very instructive to document the implementation of a
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resource use policy and any other corresponding actions (e.g., a community levy) to see whether
or not the response to the resource use issue is, in fact, widely perceived as legitimate.
Moreover, with such a study, it would also be helpful to develop a framework for understanding
how the legitimacy of a resolution may be monitored. As discussed throughout this dissertation,
as contextual factors change so, too, do perceptions of legitimacy. With longitudinal studies, it
might be possible to identify those factors and considerations that most substantially influenced
changes in the perceptions of legitimacy.
Third, from both a practical and conceptual perspective, it would be useful to explore the
legitimacy of actions designed to provide developmental assistance to those living near protected
areas. ―Benefits beyond boundaries‖ was the mantra of the last World Parks Congress in South
Africa, but the legitimacy of providing publicly derived benefits to private entities is likely to be
contested. For instance, 43.6% of those visitors surveyed believed that Kruger should not
provide benefits to local residents. Admittedly, the provision of access to resources is effectively
the provision of a public good to local, private entities (though, if a resource use policy were
implemented, it might very well be open to the public-at-large), but actions such as a community
levy might likely raise concerns that the provision of access does not. It could, for instance, as
suggested in this study be perceived as a more legitimate benefit, or because of the financial
nature of a community levy, it is possible that such actions could be perceived as a dangerous
precedent. In either case, such a study would provide valuable insight into the broader
understanding of the legitimacy of protected area governance and management.
Finally, the conceptual framework for understanding legitimacy that I have presented in
this dissertation should be further explored in other contexts and issues. Legitimacy is an
incredibly complex concept that protected area scholars and practitioners – whether they realize
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it or not – have likely struggled with since the first protected area was established. Given the
diverse array of protected areas that can be found across the globe, there are likely more
elements to the conceptual framework that have yet to be articulated and/or different ways of
situating the elements of legitimacy that I have discussed.
With this dissertation, I have attempted to offer a rigorous examination of a concept that
is of paramount importance to protected areas. As new constituencies for protected areas emerge
and the management and governance of protected areas continue to morph in the face of
increasing societal complexity and change, the question of legitimacy correspondingly becomes
more clearly central to the very existence of protected areas. Because of the contextual nature of
protected area issues, we must come to the realization that there will not likely be a particular
approach to management or governance that universally engenders legitimacy. Instead,
protected area staff and other constituencies must be committed to evaluating the legitimacy of
governance and management on an issue-by-issue basis. While this clearly complicates the
practice of governance and management, it is also an honest reflection of the uniqueness of
protected areas and the humility they command.
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Appendix A
Visitor questionnaire with summary statistics
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Appendix B
Visitor questionnaire cover letter
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Appendix C
Sustainable Use – Statement of Intent
(from the Kruger National Park Management Plan)
2.1.5 Sustainable Use – Statement of Intent
SANParks recognise that they have been established to protect and conserve areas of biological
diversity. This is its primary mandate and all other activities must be regulated by this goal.
However, it also recognises that as a national agency, SANParks must provide for the needs of
all citizens, by generating an array of tangible and intangible benefits and resources. Subject to
guidance from SANParks corporate principles (SANParks 2006), KNP has developed the
following statement of intent on sustainable natural resource utilisation.
The KNP regards any action that utilises or impacts on the scenery, sense of place, soil,
water, air and nutrient cycles, habitats, heritage resources, flora and fauna, and the
interrelatedness between these, as a resource use. Furthermore, KNP recognises that they have a
responsibility to ensure that natural and cultural resources which are not harvested from within
the park boundaries, but are used in the park, are collected and harvested in an ethical way that
conforms to SANParks‘ policies. The KNP is aware of the demand for resources by its various
stakeholders (including both neighbouring communities and SANParks) as well as the role it
needs to play in developing opportunities in this regard. While natural resources have been used
by humans for millennia the balance between available resources and demands has become
distinctly disproportional. The exhaustion of resources outside of national parks is one of the
reasons for the increasing need and demand for resources inside national parks.
This statement of intent is the first step in the development of a sustainable resource
management plan. Therefore, the KNP commits to investigating natural resource use in terms of
past and present practice as well as future opportunities, in order to provide resources that are
truly sustainable in the long-term, without compromising any of the organisations biodiversity or
other values. All resource use in KNP should be considered, implemented, managed and
monitored in accordance with the corporate policy which includes a comprehensive synthesis of
international and national legal issues pertaining to resource use. KNP-specific regulations for
resource use should follow an adaptive approach, based on the following 14 feasibility and
implementation principles:
Feasibility principles
1. Precautionary approach - The ‗precautionary approach‘ must apply. This is interpreted as:
• leaving an appropriate ‗margin of error‘ where information is inadequate;
• prohibiting or preventing use of resources in instances where the consequences of erring
could be severely negative for species, heritage resources, cultural landscapes and/or
ecosystems;
• terminating resource use activities if doubt arises as to the sustainability or impacts on
the KNP.
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2. Maintenance of system integrity - The ecological, aesthetic, socio-cultural, archaeological and
spiritual integrity of protected areas must not be jeopardised in the long-term in order to
satisfy short-term needs/demands. System integrity, composition and function are defined as
the desired state and are represented by the KNP objectives hierarchy.
3. Cost-benefit analysis - The benefit-cost ratio to SANParks must be positive.
4. Determination and evaluation of potential influence of utilising resources - The thresholds of
concern for use on affected species, heritage resources, cultural landscapes and ecosystems
must be determined and evaluated using methodology that is appropriate for this purpose.
This must take into account the effects of resource use on population dynamics, ecosystem
functioning and social and cultural values. This must be achieved in an integrated manner,
incorporating all relevant scientific, formal and informal information and knowledge (including
traditional knowledge).
5. Cost recovery - Costs must be recoverable from resource users who are able to pay, and it
should be possible to leverage ‗contributions in kind‘ from users who are unable to pay. Cost
recovery also includes the costs of monitoring programmes that are required to manage
resources in a sound manner.
6. Adequate capacity - Appropriate human and financial resources must be available to manage,
monitor and regulate resource use.
Implementation principles
7. Adaptive management - Resource use must be managed adaptively, accompanied by
constant learning based on monitoring, information gathering and research.
8. Incentives - Incentives for sustainable resource use and disincentives for unsustainable or
wasteful use must be put in place.
9. Ethics - Accepted ethical norms and standards must be adhered to.
10. Redress - Past inequalities must be addressed through benefiting the poor, but without
undermining the diversity of people‘s livelihood strategies.
11. Respect for rights - Intellectual property rights and historical claims to resources must be
respected.
12. Co-management – Decision-making must be consultative and transparent. All stakeholders
involved in resource use should accept responsibility for sustainable use.
13. Enforcement - Illegal resource use must be prevented through law enforcement.
14. Rights and responsibilities: While SANParks acknowledges the responsibilities outlined
above, it also has the right to choose which resources to make available and how much, as
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well as the right to withdraw use if necessary (i.e. the use of a resource does not automatically
constitute the source as being permanent).
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